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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

June 4, 1993 

B4r Scott Trench 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Trench 
>$ " 4 

Welcome to Hill Air Force Base and the home of the Qgden Air 
Logistics Center. 

As one of five air logistics centers, Ogden ALC is assigned 
worldwide logistics management and maintenance support 
responsibilities for many Department of Defense capabilities. 

We are the Air Force leader for missile workload and provide full- 
service support to both strategic and tactical missile systems. You 
will see examples of our vast capabilities during your visit. Our, 
responsibility extends from the management of the misq&Ae system t 

through repair and modification, testing, storage and eventual 
disposal. 

This center has many proven world class capabilities to support our 
missile customers. Our unique industrial facilities as welZ,ae the 
adjacent Utah Test and   raining Range provide the best qboice for . L .  

all missile workloads. Ogden ALC is clearly the .Defensa . 
Department's competitive leader for cost effectiveness qnd mission 
efficiency through full-service missile support. , z 

Our parent command, Air Force  ater riel Command, and this center aka 
postured to assume even greater cross-service workloadq to support 
all future consolidated Defense missile requirements. 

t 

We hope your visit to Ogden Air Logistics Center will provide the , .  
information you need to validate our belief that Ogden A L C , ~  tha , 

Defense Department's most competitive supplier of choice for a full 
complement of missile workload. 

, { f ;  4 ; $,y ~ , ! ~ p  1 
Please don't hesitate to call us if you need clarificati~h #f any 
of the information presented today. 

LESTER swa&y L. LYLE 
~rigadier ~enedal , USAF 

-C Commander 
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UNIQUE MISSILE 

FACILITIES 



Building 1941 
Chemical Analysis Unit 

Mission 

Complete chemical analysis on explosives and munitions 

Strength 

Nine personnel assigned, including chemists, physicists, 
physical science technicians, and math/statisticians 

Significant Facts 

- Available equipment and trained personnel to perform 
chemical, thermal, moisture, density, burn rate, degradation, 
and chemical composition testing and analysis on explosive 
and munitions items 

Discussion Points 

- 3,297 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output per year: 

-- Over 10,000 specimens on 15 or more weapon systems and 
components 



Building 1943 
Physical Analysis Unit 

Mission 

- Physical properties/hardness, stress/strain, age-surveyance, 
and investigative failure testing and analysis on explosives 
and munitions 

Strength 

- Nine personnel assigned, including chemists, physicists, 
physical science technicians, math/statisticians 

Significant Facts 

- Pressure, temperature, and speed simulations duplicating 
conditions of air-launch, silo-launch, and in-flight 
conditions relating to explosives and munitions 

Discussion Points 

- 3,297 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- Over 8,000 specimens on 15 or more weapon systems and 
components 



Missile technician cutting propellant with guillotine. The cutting 
procedure is only part of the full-service missile support available through 

Ogden ALC. 



Building 1946 
Propellant Machining 

Mission 

- Remote controlled explosive 
propellants and ordnance 

machining explosive 

Strength 

- 11 personnel assigned, including Explosive Toolmakers and 
Explosive Machinists 

Significant Facts 

- Robotics capability 

- Remote machining 

- Inertion/modification of explosives and ordnance 

Discussion Points 

- 2,436 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- Over 20,000 operations on 1 5  or more weapon systems and 
components 



An array of AGM-65 Maverick missile critical components and all-up 
round. Ogden ALC performs variety of component and system-level repair 

and upgrades. 



Building 2026 
All Up Round Maverick Repair Facility 

Mission 

- All up round repair of the AGM-65 Maverick Missile for the 
Air Force, Navy, and Foreign Military Sales 

Strength 

- 14 workers assigned 

Significant Facts 

- Laser test capability 

- Secure area including cyber door locks and motion detectors 

Discussion Points 

- 22,750 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- 150 each all up round Mavericks 
--- 425 each all up round Mavericks for Desert Storm 



Computed Tomography 

Ogden ALC's computed tomography capability saves valuable program 
manpower and money for nondestructive inspections. 



Building 2113 
Missile X-Ray and Computed Tomography 

Mission 

- Aging and surveillance of solid rocket motors and components 

Strength 

- 11 workers assigned 

Significant Facts 

- High radiation computed tomography 

- Munitions inspection capability 

- Film and motor historical library 

Discussion Points 

- 23 ,000  square-foot facility 

-- 6,000 square feet for computed tomography 
- Number of units output yearly: 

-- 72 Minuteman Stage IIIG solid rocket boosters 
-- 24 SRAM short range attack missiles 



Static Test Firing of SRAM Missile at Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) 



Building 1424 
ALCMISRAMIACM Repair Facility 

Mission 
- All up round repair of the Air Launch Cruise Missile (ALCM), 

Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM), and the Advanced Cruise 
Missile (ACM) 

Strength 

- Eight workers assigned 

Significant Facts 
- Facility has an ozone-safe paint booth 

- Fuelldefuel ALCM and ACM engines 

Discussion Points 

- 34,060 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- 24 each SRAMgs, 30 ALCMgs, and 6 ACMfs 



Missile Guidance Unit Repair Facility 

A highly trained technician takes readings to ensure repair and accuracy on 
the missile. 



Building 5 
Missile Guidance Unit Repair Facility 

Mission 

- Repair/modify AGM-65A, B, D, E, F, and G models, GBU-15/AGM- 
130, Paveway guided bombs, associated components and 
associated field testers, SRAM and ACM components 

Strength 

- 38 workers assigned 

Significant Facts 

- Facility has a 10.000 class laser clean room 

Discussion Points 

- 21,600 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- 1,460 assorted end items 



U.S. Air Force and U.S. Navy as well as many foreign military 
governments rely on the highly effective AIM-9 missile. 



Building 100 
AIM-9 Sidewinder Repair Facility 

Mission 

- AIM-9 guidance control section repair and modification; 
associated circuit card repair. Supports Air Force, Navy, 
and Foreign Military Sales customers 

Strength 

- 36 workers assigned 

Significant Facts 

- Facility has a 1.000 class clean room 

Discussion Points 

- 24,900 square-foot facility 

- Number of units output yearly: 

-- 4,364 



Minuteman 

A Minuteman Missile is loaded into the silo. Ogden ALC workers use 
ultra-modern repair facilities to keep the transportation equipment in a 

ready state. 



BUILDING 847 
GROUND MECHANICAL REPAIR SECTION 

STRENGTH 

AUTHORIZED ASSIGNED 
MIL CIV TOT MIL CIV TOT 

113 113 101 101 

MISSION 

- Our primary mission is to overhaul, repair, service and maintain 
the transportation and handling equipment used in transporting, 
installing, and removing Minuteman and ~eacekeepermissiles. We 
also overhaul, repair, and service a variety of equipment 
required to maintain and service ICBM missiles, sites, control 
centers, and supporting equipment. Because of the uniqueness of 
this section, we are able to maintain old and aging systems. 
This is accomplished by manufacturing parts that are no longer 
procurable 

SIGNIFICANT FACTS 

- Modern repair facility, over 146,000 square feet in area 
-- Sandblast booth: 14 feet high, 13 feet wide, 100 feet long -- Paint booth: 14 feet high, 13 feet wide, 100 feet long -- Four bays 380 feet long that are drive-through bays providing 

ease of service on extended vehicles of more than 100 feet in 
length -- ventilation system for indoor operation of engines -- Hazardous material zoning that meets state and federal 
specifications -- Fully equipped facility with sheet metal, welding, machining 
and component repair shops -- Proofload facility with 120,000 pound capacity 

DISCUSSION POINTS 

- Mechanical 
-- Air/Hydraulic suspension systems for loads up to 250,000 lbs -- Bridge cranes 
-- Environmental systems (vehicle or special purpose) -- Multi-axled systems including multi-axle steering 

- Sheet Metal Shop (structure - mainframe) 
- Welding Shop (Arc - Heli Arc - Acetylene - Plasma Cutting) 
- Machine Shop (Small quantity and one-of-a-kind support) 
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MISSILE SUPPORT 

CAPABILITIES 



Ogden ALC's Armament Production Team has the 
equipment and expertise, with over 20 years of experience 
in repairing laser systems. Our innovative team tests, 
repairs and modifies field test sets. Using reverse 
engineering, we are able to modify field test sets to provide 
broader testing capabilities and quality upgrades. 

GBU-15 checkc . - 

Explosive Tests 

Integrating Ibmrrow's lkchnobgy 
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ARMAMENT PRODUCTION T E N  

CAPABILITIES 
The Armament Production Team provides a wide range of quality services. We will 

meet your requirements for ultra-clean environments and our facility is secured for 
classified workloads. Our test equipment is versatile and adaptable to most repair 
needs. 

Our complete test and repair facility has the capability for static and dynamic 
balance and spring torque and friction testing. Our technicians are proficient in fault 
isolation and repaidoverhaul of systems ranging from very complex to  less complex 
circuit card repairs. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
The Ogden Explosive Test and Repair Team has the only facility for complete repair 

of any and all air-to-ground missiles for Department of Defense and Foreign Military 
Sales. There are 55,000 square feet of 1.1 Class A-C Explosive Rated Maintenance 
Facilities dedicated to  this repair effort. 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN: - 
-Laser Detecting Automatic Test Equipment 
-Reverse Engineering 

f 
For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 

Commodities Directorate Business Office 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 

DSN: 458-7351 or  Commercial: (801) 777-7351 



Ogden's professional personnel, using our solid propellant 
dissection and testingfacility, can dissect, machine, analyze, 
and compare any of your solid rocket motors. Our highly 
trained technicians will ensure customer satisfaction 
through top quality work. 

-Degradation 
-Burn rate 
-Thermal analysis 

1 Integrating ~nwrrow's lLchnology .... M a y  



. 

SOLID PROPELLANT DISSECTION 
AND TESTING 

CAPABILITIES: 
Our propellant machine shop will use a variety of equipment to prepare your 

solid propellant specimens for chemical and physical properties testing. In 
addition t o  test specimen preparation, the machine shop has the capability to  
disassemble, rework or modify explosives and hazardous items using remote 
programmable robotics. 

Our dissection unit uses an electro-chemical milling process for dissection of 
propellant motors less than two feet in diameter. Grit blast and water-jet systems 
are used in the dissection of your larger motors. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
The testing laboratory has a physical and chemical testing area sufficient to 

provide test results for virtually any tests your agency may require. Our facility 
can accommodate the dissection of both steel and composite cases up to ten feet in 
diameter. 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
ICBM Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-1928 or Commercial: (801) 777-1928 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN. 
-Electro-chemical milling 
-Grit blast 
- Water-jet cutting 



Ogden ALC is the leader in nondestructive inspections for 
explosive and hazardous items, we can do your testing 
using high and low energy x-ray and computed tomography. 

Our inspection testing 

i n g  [,a* ) Integrating ~bmrrow's mchno l~gy  
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NONDESTR UCTWE TESTING 

A WORD FROM OUR CUSTOMERS: 
"...your 9-AN ICT 1500 is the newest and finest CAT system anywhere in the 

world. It is also an extremely complex instrument, requiring specialized 
understanding and rigorous training on the part of an operator to fully utilize its 
uniqu6 capabilities." 

Manager 
NDE Industries 

NONDESTRUCTnTE INSPECTION: 
... is the ability to inspect weapon systems and parts to ensure that they perform 

when needed. Our technicians are certified to  provide finite inspections of all 
weapons, missile motors and parts, landing gear, wheels, propellent, castings, 
reverse-engineering projects and space age materials, including the space shuttle 
boosters. 

NEW COMPUTED TOMOGRAPHY FACILITY-Sep 94 
To meet customer requirements, our new facility will provide an enlarged capability 

of 16 million electron volts (MEV) radiation source. This facility handles all stages of 
Minuteman and Peacekeeper missile systems. 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN 
-Computed Tomography System consisting of an Aracor ICT 1500 model 
-Radiography capability utilizing two Varian Linatron 6000s 
-Low energy radiographics for medium to small items 
-Seifert 420 x-ray machine 
-Sperry 300 x-ray machine 
-Automated ultrasonic scanning system 
-Eddy current testing 
-Flourescent penetrant and magnetic particle inspection 

II 

For additional information, please call or  write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5999 
DSN: 458-2719 or Commercial: (801) 777-2719 

1 



1 Technicians from our modern hydraulics shops can repaix; , test, and inspect your components in accordance with 
current aerospace standards. Our certified trainer unit 

1 technicians deploy world-wide to provide expert service 
for a variety of complex simulator systems, while the 
armament shop's state-of-the-art equipment is used to 
maintain specialized items in safe operating conditions. 

A rmm.~rzt R~nnir  Work Center 

Types of Hydraulic 
Systems We Can 
Service: 
-Electro hydraulic 
-Missile flight controls 
-Hydraulic actuators 
-Missile shock isolators 

Armament System Repair: 
- M e  and reliable maintenance on ejection seats 
--Overhaul of ordnance and fuel pylons 
-Etafurbish external tanks 
-Service Uhnm and 30mm guns clnd gun drive systems 

Hydraulic Repair Work Station 

Integrating lbmomow's l&chnology 
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HYDRAULIC, TRMNING DEVICES AND 
ARMAMENT REPAIR 

HYDRAULIC REPAIR: 
The Hydraulic Repair Shops are filly self contained with inspection, repair and test 

equipment and tooling that meet all current aerospace hydraulic standards. 
Hydraulic components overhauled include anti-skid control valves, brake valves 

and control manifolds, canopy and flight control actuators and valves, steering collars 
and control valves cross-wind control cylinders and landing gear retract gear boxes 
and actuators. 
In addition to  the general hydraulic systems, the specialized F-16 emergency power 

unit is overhauled in a unique repair facility that is sole source to the Department of 
Defense at the present time. 

TRAINER =PAIR 
The Physiological Trainer Repair Unit is a specialized team of certified technicians 

that deploy to  locations in the continental United States and overseas locations, 
including foreign military, to accomplish repairs, prototyping, installations, removals, 
modifications, and overhaul of all types of physiological and environmental trainer 
systems. 

ARMAMENT REPAIR: 
The Armament Shop is a new facility, self contained and dedicated to the specialized 

repair of armament-related items. The secured sections of the shop provide safe 
maintenance on ordnance items such as F-16 ejection seats and 20mm and 30mm gun 
systems. The External Fuel Tank Repair Section has the capability to repair and test 
tanks with a capacity of 800 gallons. 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air  Logistics Center 
Commodities Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 



A N D  SQUIBS 

With over 25 years of experi- 
ence in handling explosives, 
our highly skilled techni- 
cians can satisfy your re- 
quirements for safely main- 
taining and testing propel- 
lent and cartridge-activated 

& 

r CrCCLL G l b c G ~ - ~ ~ t  of squib assembLy 
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CAPABILITIES: 
Ogden ALC's extensive knowledge and experience in working with propellants, 

cartridges, and related devices will satisfy your pyrotechnic requirements. We 
developed a bomb storage system for maximum use of space and elimination of 
potential unplanned explosion, that could propagate others in the immediate vicinity. 

Our test unit is capable of testing all of your cartridge and propellant-actuated 
devices. Advanced digital equipment, capable of recording 32 samples per second, is 
available to support test criteria, conventional digital and analog equipment. 

FACILITIES: 
Our 9,200 sq. R. pyrotechnics facility, located within a fenced, high security area, is 

designed for repair, assembly and testing of explosives. Included are clean rooms and 
functional test chambers designed for personnel safety, effectiveness and efficiency. 

On-site storage is available to eliminate most of your stockage and transportation 
problems normally associated with off-site storage locations. 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN. 
-Advanced digital testing 
-Pyrotechnics 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
ICBM Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-1928 or Commercial: (801) 777- 1928 



Ogden ALC has extensive soldering capabilities and has 
expertise in the conformal coating process used in circuit 
board repair. This assures a low-risk, cost-effective, highly 
competent methodology for accomplishment of all 
requirements. I 

Microscopic inspection of circuit cards 

I 
Display of circuit cards repaired 

ID -1 Integrating Ibmorr0z.u'~ ~ c h n o h g y  .... M a y  
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CIRCUIT CARD REPMR 

CAPABILITIES: 
Ogden ALC ensures our customers receive quality products that are not degraded 

by work place environmental conditions. Repair and test equipment being used is 
ergonomically geared toward personnel safety and elimination of hazardous waste 
materials. To ensure a clean mounting surface, stripping procedures use ground 
walnut shell blasters to remove the epoxy resin coating from circuit card components. 
These stations are equipped with an Anti-&me Monitoring System for personnel 
safety and a Heat Monitoring System to ensure that heat-sensitive components are 
not damaged. We have workstations that are specifically designed for surface mount 
electronic components which cannot be worked at  conventional stations. Our repair 1 technicians are certified in rnultilayered soldering to ensure the best product for our 

' customers. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
Encompasses 96,000 square feet of environmentally controlled area. Within this 

area are 20,000 square of feet raised floor area for Automatic Test Equipment and 
10,000 square feet of 100,000 class clean room. 

A WORD FROM OUR CUSTOMERS: 
"Please accept our sincere appreciation for the outstanding work provided t o  the 

162TFG for completing the depot CADC modification.. . at this unit.. .During this 
period, a total of 60 CADC LRUs were modified under less-than-ideal 
conditions ... Your commitment and integrity allowed us to conclude the TCTO 
under the contracted time. Your technicians have a commitment t o  maintenance 
excellence, a commitment that we at  the 162nd share and pride ourselves on." 

AIS NCOIC 
Headquarters, 162nd Tactical Fighter Group 

-Conformal coating removal and application 
-Ceramic substrate soldering techniques 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Aircraft Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-8080 or Commercial: (801) 777-8080 

1 
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Z 'ECHNICAL SERVICES FOR 
AVIONICS AND ELECTRONICS 

Capitalizing on state-of-the-art 
technology, Ogden ALC will expertly 
redesign or duplicate electronic systems 
in aircraft, missiles, ground support 
systems and trainers. Our highly skilled 
personnel are significantly increasing 

we providefull-scale support and extending service life, while 
in t k  circuit card 
manufacturing process reducing maintenance and costs to the 

avionics community. 



TECHNICAL SERVICES FOR AVIONICS 
AND ELECTRONICS 

CAPABILITIES: 
Ogden ALC circuit card manufacturing personnel are among the best in the 

business. Our highly trained engineering staff has expertise in aerospace concepts 
and technologies. We are proficient in reverse engineering and can help with system 
upgrades and supportability problems. Ogden will provide you with detailed 
engineering drawings, processes and procedures upon request. 
We enjoy working with our customers as well as for them. Whether it be items that 

need to be sewn or patched, or the development and manufacture of circuit cards, 
engineering design support or calibration of precision measurement equipment, just 
one call is needed. 

PAST ACCOMPLISIXMENTS: 
We take pride in our capability to  design and develop answers to your critical needs. 

An example of this unique ability is the development of the fault analyzer tester 
(FAT), which will extract information from the C-141 antiskid box and display fault 
data on a liquid crystal display. The FAT box is completely compatible with the newly 
designed C-141 antiskid BITE card which records inforrnation/faults pertaining to 
the brakesflanding gear that occur during ground tests, taxi and landing and takeoffs. 

We have completed a major modification to upgrade the existing analog system on 
the H-53 helicopter with an analog/digital system. Applying reverse engineering and 
new technologies, we improved and enhanced the overall function and provided long- 
term supportability. The mean time between failure was extended from 9.6 hours to 

DIVERSE SPECIALTY SHOPS: 
-Precision Measurement Equipment Laboratory fPMEL) 
-Parachute repair and packing 
-Battery service facility 
-Rubber mold design and manufacture 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5999 
DSN: 458-2719 or  Commercial: (801) 777-27 19 



Ogden ALC's Munitions Test and Evaluation Team 
provides top-notch test facilities for performing aging 
surveillance, life cycle and shelf and service life testing on 
component items. Our ability to respond quickly to 
customer needs is the result of our flexible and expert 
management procedures and diversified equipment. 

E,,,,,ive Safety and W e  
Testing: 
-Propagation analysis 
-Hazardous classification testing 
-Warhead fragmentation testing 
-Conventional munitions testing C Component Testing: 

-Storage 
-Preparation 
-Environmental conditioning 
-Instrumentation 
-Static fire of munitions and missile components 

Integrating ibnwrrow's Ykchnobgy 
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MUNITIONS TEST AND EVUUATION 
TEAM 

CAPABILITIES: 
The Munitions Test and Evaluation Team can perform testing on component items 

which include rocket motors, gas generators, impulse cartridges, cable cutters, safe 
and arm fhses, engine starter cartridges, thermal batteries and bomb ejection racks. 

We can perform propagation and warhead testing on the Utah Test and Training 
Range. Some of our capabilities include firing configurations for Peacekeeper 
components, Minuteman rocket motors, and MK82 and MK84 conventional bombs. 
We can test explosive weights ranging from 100 pounds to 500,000 pounds, as well as 
conducting warhead fragmentation tests. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
The Component Test Facility includes a walk-in condition bay (300 to -70 degrees 

Fahrenheit) and a rocket firing bay. There are also two centrifuges which can 
generate up to 5,000 G-pounds acceleration and an altitude chamber providing 
atmospheric conditions up to  300,000 feet. 
Utah Test and Training Range is located on 2,800 square miles of DOD land and has 

17,000 square miles of military-controlled air space. The range has a CBUValley test 
area up to 500,000 pounds. 

I \ 
For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 

Commodities Directorate Business Office 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 

DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 

INTEGRATING 
TECHNOLOGIES IN: 
-Performs vibration and 
acceleration 
-Dynamic  and  d r o p  
testing 
-Techniques to record / 
compile data during tests 
-Record data through 
high-speed photography 

TEST FACILITIES: 
-Fuse testing room 
-Rocket motor firing bay and block house 
-Vibration tables for shock 
-Altitude chamber simulating to 300,000 feet 
-Bomb ejection rack 
-Centrifuges for acceleration tests 



- - 

~ S T R U M E N T  AND ELECTRICAL 
REPNR CAPABILITY 

I 

The Ogden ALC Technical Repair Center is your prime 
source of repair and manufacture of all wire harness 
cable assemblies. We currently service all electrical cables 
for the F-4 and F-16 aircraft. 

Wire harness manufacture 

1 - l W W  IF- VUUIC UCI V IbGV. I 
-Wire harness and cable manufacture 
-Prototype modification 
-Kit proof and acceptance testing 

Integrating Ibmmow's Bchnology .... lbday 
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INSTRUMENT AND ELECTRICAL 
REPMR CAPABILITY 

CAPABILITIES: 
Ogden is the prime source of repair and manufacture of all electrical cables for the 

F-4 and F-16 aircraft. The capability exists t o  repair by means of rebuilding or 
complete manufacture of wire harness and cable assemblies for all government- 
operated aircraft. 
We can perform fault isolation, repair and test on new generation instruments such 

as F-16 and C-5A digital systems and repair analog instruments on older generation 
aircraft. 

The expertise of the repair technicians and the diversity of test equipment and 
technical data maintained by the Instrument Shop provides a cost-effective source of 
repair for all types of instruments, from the latest technology to  vintage instruments 
that are still in service. 
We can provide a unique source of repair for aircraft navigational instruments. 

FACILITIES: 
The Repair Shop is located in an isolated area on Hill AFB that eliminates radio and 
magnetic interference resulting in a high degree of accuracy in the testing of 
navigation equipment. 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Ai r  Logistics Center 
Commodities Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-735 1 



I SCIENCE AND &NGINEERING 
LABORATORY 

Ogden ALC's Science and 
Engineering Laboratory is a unified 
team of professionals dedicated to 
meeting the complex analytical 
challenges found in today's 
industrial environment. Backed by 
instrumentation and equipment, 

spectrometry our highly trained scientists, 
engineers and technicians are fully capable of meeting any 
and all of your science and engineering requirements. 

Material Science Laboratory: 
-Capable of performing intricate failure analysis on most materials 
-Responsive scientifically tested first article inspections 
-Precision measurements to millionths of an inch 

Engineering Support: 
-Simulation modeling 
-Statistical analysis 
-Development of reliable and maintainable engineering tools 
-Science and Technology Information Office (STINFO) 

Integrating 

TI393R1 
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' SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING 
LABORATORY 

CAPABILITIES: 
Reliable laboratory analysis is vital 

in meeting today's environmental 
demands and in maintaining high 
standards required in today's systems 
and maintenance processes. We have 
more than 90 highly trained and skilled 
scientists, engineers, technicians and 
support personnel. 

Established in 1990 our Quality 
Verification Laboratories (QVL) can 
provide expertise in dimensional 
measuring, microcircuit and component 
failure analysis, and software validation and verification 

ANALYTICAL METHODS: 
-Gas chromatography 
-Gas chromatography /mass spectrometry 
-High pressure liquid chromatography 
-Atomic absorption spectrometry 
-Inductively coupled plasma spectrometry 
-Infrared spectrometry 
-Polarized light microscopy 
-Phased contract microscopy 
-Toxic characteristics leaching procedures 
-Standard wet chemistry services 

FACILITIES: 
The lab occupies more than 50,000 square feet and is comprised of a multitude of 

advanced scientific instruments for laboratory analysis 

QUALITY SCIENCE & ENGINEERING SERVICES: 
-Environmental Analysis: Cost-effective analysis using EPA proven methods and 
quality techniques 

-Chemical Analysis: Accurate organic and/or inorganic chemical identification and 
quantification of literally thousands of compounds and elements 

-Material Analysis: Precise mechanical and analytical techniques are used in our labs 
to effectively test both simple and complex materials 

-Failure Analysis: In our facility practically any material or item you have can be 
analyzed to determine the reason for its failure 

-Dimensional Quality Verification Center (QVC): No matter the complexity, we can 
perform accurate measurements with a high degree of confidence 

-Electronic QVC: Expertise & equipment to help find the elusive "root cause" of 
failures in your electronic components 

-Sofhuare TV & V: Independently analyze software to assure its accuracy and 
reliability, and that it will meet our customer's requirements 

-Engineering services: Our engineers literally have decades of experience in overcoming 
the challenges in an industrial complex. If you have a problem, consult with us first 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5999 
DSN: 458-2719 or  Commercial: (801) 777-2719 



Our ability to mold and duplicate a large variety of 
materials and items provides flexibility and alternatives 
not commonly available in aircraft maintenance 
capability. 

i 
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MOLDING PROCESS 

CAPABILITIES: 
We offer our customer an alternative to  standard manufacturing procedures and 

materials that will meet or  exceed your requirements. This is accomplished through 
the use of new exotic molding materials and, in some cases, redesign of your part 
structure. An example of our process is the redesign of an aluminum data device 
cartridge. A small design change and substitution of carbon-filled nylon for aluminum 
resulted in a much stronger part and produced a $390,000 savings on 400 parts. We 
also developed and prototyped a plastic solid fuel rocket motor housing for Edwards 
AFB from an injection-molded crystal polymer. 

We are capable of molding liquid crystal polymers t o  include Xydar SRT 300, Xydar 
SRT 500, HX 400, Vectra A950, B950, B230, and 630. Also, we have experience with 
engineering plastics that includes Ultem, Fortron, Rytron, Zytel, Nylatron (some 
carbon and glass filled), polyethylene, polyprolene, and acrylic plastics. 

A WORD FROM OUR CUSTOMERS: 
"I appreciated the timely response of your Plastics Shop to the needs 

of the Astronautics Laboratory for test specimens and prototypes injection 
molded of advanced polymers. The response of the Plastics Shop 
personnel in manufacturing the test specimen mold and injecting the 
first set of specimens has been outstandings" 

Associate Director, Propulsion Division 
Astronautics Laboratory (AFMC), Edwards AFB, California 

'INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN: 
-Liquid crystal polymers 
-Engineering plastics 
-Polyurethane impregnated fiberglass 

.' 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Aircraft Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-8080 or Commercial: (801) 777-8080 



Capitalizing on state-of-the-art technology and advanced 
engineering, Ogden ALC can provide a full spectrum of c, 
support functions to refurbish your precision components. < 
With an established reputation for on-time delivery, our h 
certified technicians and on-site engineers can design and 
upgrade large or small components to your specifications 
at an affordable cost. 

3: 
Y 

, m 
Metal Processing: 
-Ion vapor deposition 
-Anodize Type I, 11, and III 
-Hard chrome/nickel 
-Brush plating 
-CNC Shotpeen 
-Continuous flow heat treat 

' ermal SI 
-rlamna, combusr~on and electric arc 
-Large surface ID and OD 
-Specialized coatings 
-Controlled welding and cutting 
-Specialized heat treat 

- I 
spray pro s 
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CAPABILITIES: 
Our commitment t o  excellence is a 

commitment to  satisfy you, our valued 
. customer, as we repair your specialized 
components. Ogden's ultramodern 
industrial support operations and our 
certified technicians, supported by process 
engineers and a high-tech metallurgical 
laboratory, can handle your most precise 
specifications. 

Ogden ALC has the people, systems and 
technology to  meet the needs, requirements 
and expectations ofits customers, both now 
and into the 21st century. 

Thermal Spray: 
-Metal restoration 
-Plasma, combustion and arc spray 

processes 
-Thermal spray for aircraft and 

industrial applications 
-Specialized coatings 

Welding: 
-Aircraft/missile requirements 
-Welding certifications 
-CNC cutting operations 
-Inert gas chamber 

FACILITIES: Heat Treat: 
Ogden ALC has one of the largest -Aerospace alloys 

industrial support facilities: 97,000 square -Tool steels 
feet of dedicated space for electroplating, -Induction heat treat and anneal 
heat treat and thermal spray. -Hardness testing 

Electroplating: 
-Ion vapor deposition (aluminum) 
-Hard chrome / nickel on high strength steels and aluminum 
-Anodize Types I, 11, and 111 
-Conforming anode fixturing 
-ID and OD plating 
-Brush plating 
-CNC a i d  manual shotpeening I 

I 
For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 

Commodities Directorate Business Office 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 

DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 
\ 



Diversified capabilities enable Ogden ALC's specia 
competitive manufacturing team to produce your mos 
complex product. We can provide the most rapid delive Ap A 

of cost-efficient parts to meet your critical demands fox 
highly precision-machined parts and investment castings, 
"Quality-manufactured parts" is our motto. 

Machine Shop: 
-CNC milling and turning 
-CAD/CAM design and 
~ ~ ~ i n g  
-Complete tool and die and 
mold-making facility 
-CNC electrical discharge 
machines 
-CNC coordinate measuring 
equipment 
-CNC tracing and machining 
centers 

-1 Hill Air Force Base, Utah 



COMPETITWE MANUFACTURING 

CAPABILITIES 
The Competitive Manufacturing Team and facilities equal on-time delivery for your 

special manufacturing processes. 
The certified technicians, tool and die makers, CNC operators and programmers 

and investment casting technicians and design engineers can build your prototype, 
one-of-a-kind or large-quantity items to your specifications. 

A state-of-the-art investment casting facility ensures aerospace quality castings 
while maintaining competitive pricing. All of our products undergo stringent quality 
control and testing such as x-ray, magnetic particle inspection, chemical analysis, 
mechanical tensile testing and dimensional inspection. Our sand foundry technicians 
can pour a wide variety of non-ferrous castings. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
Our Competitive Manufacturing Team efficiently uses over 90,000 square feet t o  

support our customers' needs. We have overhead cranes and mobile material 
handling equipment to safely expedite your products through the production stations. 

ON-SITE ENGINEERING SUPPORT: 
Ogden ALC assigns its own engineers to each process, product and weapon system 

ta assist technicians in performing manufacture, repair and modification. 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN: 
- Computer-aided design and manufacture (CAD I CAM) 
- Two- to five-axis CNC machines, programs and fixtures 
- Digital probing 
- Investment casting and injection molding 
- Tool and die manufacturing 
- CNC coordinate measuring 

For additional information, please call or  write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Commodities Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 





CRITICAL 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
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I) United Siutes Air Force 
HQ OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS HILL AFB, UTAH 84056 

MEDIA RELATIONS BRANCH (801) 777-5201 AV 458-5201 
HILL AIR FORCE BASE 

Located about five miles south of Ogden and 30 miles north 
of Salt Lake City, Utah, Hill Air Force Base has served as a 
major aircraft support and maintenance facility for over half a 
century. The earliest document referring specifically to the 
Ogden Air Depot, which was sited on land adjacent to the 
already-established Ogden Ordnance Depot, is dated April 7, 
1939. A few months later, the War Department designated the 
site Hill Field in honor of Maj. Ployer P. Hill, who died while 
piloting the original model of the B-17 bomber at Wright Field, 
Ohio. Official ground breaking for the base occurred in January 
1940. In February 1948, Hill Field was officially redesignated 
Hill Air Force Base. 

Today, the major organization on the base is the Ogden Air 
Logistics Center, commanded by a major general, who is the 
ranking individual at the base. The center is assigned to the 
Air Force Materiel Command, headquartered at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, Ohio. 

One of five air logistics centers in the United States, 
Ogden ALC is assigned worldwide logistics management and 
maintenance support responsibilities for the nation's fleet of 
strategic intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Included 
are the Minuteman and Peacekeeper classes of missiles. More 
than 100 Minuteman missiles are processed annually for 
programmed depot maintenance and modification. A tactical 
missile system for which Ogden ALC has maintenance 
responsibility is the Maverick air-to-ground missile, which is 
carried by a variety of Air Force aircraft. 

Aircraft which are maintained by Ogden ALC include the F-16 
Fighting Falcon, the F-4 Phantom I1 and the C-130 Hercules. 
Annually, an average of 321 F-16, F-4 and C-130 aircraft are 
processed for depot maintenance, repair or modification at Hill. 

In addition, Ogden ALC has worldwide responsibility for Air 
Force item management; depot-level overhaul and repair of all 
Air Force landing gear, including wheels, brakes and struts; and 
all Air Force photographic and reconnaissance equipment. 

Ogden ALC also has sole logistics responsibility for all Air 
Force aircraft and missile training simulators. The simulators 
are used worldwide to enhance the skills of aircrew members and 
missile launch crews by providing realistic training. Nearly 
all flight, navigation, weapons delivery or missile launch 
conditions can be effectively simulated by these training 
devices. 



Another significant mission of the center is logistics 
fianagement of all Air Force munitions, bombs, cartridges, air 
crew escape devices and tactical missiles. High reliability is 
assured through extensive testing and maintenance programs for 
these items and related guidance and control systems. 

The Utah Test and Training Range, located 48 miles west of 
the base, is used for testing munitions and propellants up to 
the most powerful ICBM rocket motors and explosive components. 
The UTTR is also used by base transient aircraft and other 
military services for flight training operations. 

In relation to its munitions responsi.bilities, Ogden ALC 
hosts the 649th Explosive Ordnance Disposal Squadron. It is the 
only EOD squadron in the Air Force and must. be ready to respond 
to incidents involving munitions anywhere in the world. Another 
Air Force Materiel Command unit is the 649th Combat Logistics 
Support Squadron, which provides highly skilled mobile military 
teams to accomplish rapid aircraft battle damage repair for 
hundreds of F-16 and F-4 aircraft annually throughout the world. 

Other units at Hill AFB round out the base's role with 
highly visible and important missions. These units include the 
388th Fighter Wing (Air Combat Command), which was the first Air 
Force unit to fly the multi-role F-16 Fighting Falcon; the 419th 
Fighter Wing (Air Force Reserve), the first Reserve unit to 
receive the F-16; the 84th Radar Evaluation Squadron (Air Combat 
Command), which tests manual and computerized ground radar 
systems; and the 545th Test Group (Air Force Materiel Command), 
a unit of the Air Force Flight Test Center, Edwards AFB, 
Calif., which performs testing and training of Department of 
Defense resources. 

Meeting the numerous needs of all these disparate units and 
their people is the mission of the 649th Support Group. 
Providing the equivalent of municipal services, the support 
group is responsible for hiring, pay, security, fire protection 
and transportation, as well as morale, welfare and recreation 
activities. The support group commander holds the grade of 
colonel and is responsible for providing a good working 
environment and for enhancing the quality of life for all base 
personnel. 

Physically, the Air Force manages 6,698 acres representing 
the base proper and approximately 900,000 acres on the Utah Test 
and Training Range. The value of real estate, equipment and 
inventory is estimated to be about $8 billion. 



Firmly established as the state's largest employer, Hi21 AFB 
has a significant and positive impact on the Utah economy. Its 
17,000 military and civilian personnel earn an annual payroll of 
almost $655 million. Total new procurement each year amounts to 
nearly $1.5 billion, with over 7 percent typically contracted to 
Utah companies, many of them small or disadvantaged firms. 
Annual state and federal taxes and deductions paid by Hill's 
work force total some $100 million. Charitable contributions by 
base employees exceed a half million dollars. 

Added to the economic impact of the current work force must 
be that of the many military and civilian retirees living 
nearby. With some 26,000 civilian and 8,100 military retirees 
in the Hill area, annual retirement payments total more than 
$490 million. 

Finally, economic impact models estimate that Hill supports 
more than 11,000 secondary jobs off base in the surrounding 
community for a total local economic impact of almost $2 
billion. 

January 1993 



United States Air Force 
HQ OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS HILL AFB, UTAH 84056 

MEDIA RELATIONS BRANCH (801) 777-5201 AV 458-5201 

HILL AFB POPULATION 
as of 30 Apr 1993 

MILITARY 
AFMC 

TENANTS 
ACC 2342 
ATC 55 
AMC 41 
OTHER 32 

TENANTS SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL MILITARY 

CIVILIAN 
AFMC 

ON BASE 
OFF BASE 
(RIVET MILE, ETC. ) 

AFMC SUBTOTAL 

TENANTS SUBTOTAL 
(AFRES, ACC, ETC. ) 

OTHERS 
NAF 

BX 230 
COMMISSARY 43 
MWR 495 

DDOU 

DRMO 

OTHERS SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

GRAND TOTAL (MILITARY AND CIVILIAN) 
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UTAH TEST AND 

TRAINING RANGE 



Close proximity of UTTR to Hill AFB is a valuable 
asset for Airmunitions and missile support. 



UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RANGE (UTTR) 

Mission 
- Support test and training customers on a Major Range and Test 

Facility Base (MRTFB) open-air range 

Significant Factors 

Hill/Wendover/Dugway ranges consolidated into UTTR -- Directed by Deputy SECDEF to support cruise missile testing -- UTTR designated a Major Range and Test Facility Base of 
the AFFTC (Edwards Flight Test Range and UTTR) 

MRTFB supports all three services -- In airspace, overlaps Dugway Proving Ground (DPG, a MRTFB) 
--- DPG/UTTR jointly support test and training 

Largest DOD controlled airspace (surface up, 92 by 207 NM) -- 7,000 square NM of Restricted Airspace 
--- Overlaps DPG (managed by AF) -- 7,500 square NM of Military Operating Area 

Un-encroached DOD withdrawn land (2675 square miles) -- Includes both Army (1250 sq miles) and AF withdrawn land 
-- Surrounded by unpopulated Bureau of Land Management and Utah 

State land 
Range instrumentation -- Data collection, communication, and processing of data for 

test & evaluation and operational training 
Range facilities -- 7 ground test areas -- 13 active air-to-ground/ground-to-ground targets 
-- 7 tactical target complexes, comprising over 400 targets 
Control facilities -- Test Mission Control for communication and real-time 

processing of test data -- Operation Training Mission Control for communication and 
real-time control, post-flight debriefing of training data -- Air Operations Control for air traffic control of UTTR 
airspace and "ground control intercept1@ for operational 
training 

Airfield support -- Hill AFB (00-ALC managed) 
-- Michael Army Airfield (DPG managed) -- Wendover Airport (city of Wendover UT managed) -- North Range Assault Strip (545TG managed) 

Discussion Points 

- UTTR is recognized as the likely fallback location for 
California's and Florida's ranges if environmental pressures 
and encroachment issues limit their testing 





OASIS SUPPORT 

FUNCTIONS 



Omis svpport persoanel br6Miag a tatget grid paern for 
aimuiaitkms test at UTI'R. 



OASIS 

Mission 

- Provide all base support functions required for the Utah 
Test and Training Range (UTTR) 

Strength 

- 44 Civilian, 9 Military (649th Range Squadron) 

- Up to 150 people support the work at Oasis and 
UTTR, including the 501st Range Control, 514th Test 
Squadron, 545th Test Group. Staffing is based on 
activities scheduled for the day 

Significant Facts 

- On-site housing and recreational facilities available 

- Storage area for Minuteman and SRAM missiles, and large 
motors 

- Missile Maintenance Facilities 

- Thermal Treatment Unit used by 649th Explosive Ordnance 
Disposal Squadron to dispose of excess munitions, rocket 
propellant and rocket motors 

- High speed camera equipment available for recording 
propagation testing, aircraft bomb testing, fuse tests, 
burn rocket motors and for scoring competitions 

Discussion Points 
- 649th Range Squadron personnel provide 

-- Road construction 
-- Construct and place target pads, target 

rehabilitation and maintenance -- Staff members include civil engineers, fire fighters, 
security police -- Supports all testing (new weapon systems, 
munitions, rocket motors, bombs, and airplane 
testing) 

- Supports 2100 square miles of land 
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LITTLE MOUNTAIN 

COMPLEX 
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0 lo 60 kV. 95 W 
100 nsec 
2.6 m w  
50 ohms nominal 

Amplitude . R~setime 
Fall time . Source impedance 

Fall time Load dependent 
Source impedance Variable (can be 

used differentially) 



LITTLE MOUNTAIN COMPLEX 
SURVIVABILITY AND VULNERABILITY 

INTEGRATION CENTER (SVIC) 

- Assess nuclear hardness and survivability of ICBM subsystems 
and components. The SVIC has supported survivability of other 
weapon systems such as F-16, Navy Trident, and Space Defense 
Initiatives 

SIGNIFICANT FACTS 

- SVIC laboratories (state-of-the-art) -- Simulators for gamma radiation 
--- Linear accelerator ---- Beam energy varied from 5 to 20 MeV ---- Produce 80 billion rads(si)/sec 
--- Flash x-ray machines ---- Can produce 5krads/(si)/sec at the face plate 

center and 6 Mev peak energy -- Nuclear shock and vibration 
--- Largest available triaxial shakers (1.75 peak disp) 

---- 80,000 pound force - vertical axis 
---- 40,000 pound force - both horizontal axes ---- 5 to 2,000 Hz band width 

--- Vibration simulation 
---- Nuclear shock, mission in-flight vibration ---- Transportation and handling 

--- Buried article simulation 
---- Air blast over pressure and acceleration 1,000 

psi pressure and 1,000 gfs simultaneously -- Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) 
--- Simulation using high energy pulsers and laser 

trigger system ---- Square, double exponential, arbitrary wave form -- Electromagnetic Interference (EMI) 
--- Simulated in computer controlled anechoic chamber ---- Modern test cells (state-of-the-art) 

---- Fiber optic data acquisition system ---- Radiated fields to 20 v/m from 10 khz to 40 ghz 

DISCUSSION POINTS 

- All laboratories are general purpose -- Provide simulated environments for any device under test 
-- Independent data acquisition and reduction system -- Employees computer controllers -- Equipped with small general purpose machine shop 





OTHER " WORLD-CLASS" 

CAPABILITIES 



With over three decades 
of experience, Ogden 
has developed the most 
comprehensive missile 
maintenance capability I within DOD. Production 
Acceptance Program 
certified specialists are 
trained to cover the full 
spectrum of services ' 
associated with ballistic missile or 
space launch vehicle needs. 

Missile Co it kt lbiliti : 
-Liquid fuel -ddifiGUBlV+ L=~ULC, test, -d assembly 
-Solid fuel motor repair, modification, assembly, and testing 
-Ultrasonic solid motor inspection 

Missile Assembly and Handling Capabilities: 
-Disassembly, assembly, modification and repair of missiles and launch vehicles 
-Handling, preparation for storage or shipment, and repair of missiles and launch vehicles 

Assembled booster being prepared for shipment 

(Aka* ) Integrating ibmomw 's T&chnology .... M a y  



MISSILEILA UNCH VEHICLE REPMR 
AND ASSEMBLY 

CAPABILITIES: 
Our missile component repair and assembly/modification shops have the capabilities 

needed to receive, disassemble, analyze, repair, modify, reassemble, check and ship 
missiles and launch vehicles. Many of our capabilities, supporting our intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, are unique within the Department of Defense. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
Missile component and vehicle assembly facilities comprise a large part of our 

center. There are 13 environmentally controlled missile assembly buildings, designed 
to handle hazard classification/division 1.1 propellants. Twelve maintenance facilities, 
along with additional environmentally controlled storage buildings, make up our 
facilities base for liquid and solid rocket component support. 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air  Logistics Center 
ICBM Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-1928 or Commercial: (801) 777-1928 



LANDING GEAR TEAM 

Ogden ALC is the prime source for management and 
overhaul of all USAF landing gear assemblies. With 40 
years of experience in depot overhaul, our certified 
technicians will provide you with on-time delivery. Our 
specialty is precision grinding, plating and machining. 

- - -  
ion GI ~abilities: 

-uA.u inding ,, ,,,., 
-Climate-controlled environment 
-Specializing in landing gear components 
-Maintaining critical tolerances and finishes 
-High strength metals 

Landing Gear Capabilities: 
-In-house engineering support 

i 

I 
1 

Certified technician assembling a C-5 Galaxy main gear 

[-I ~ntegrating ~bmrrow's ~ c h n o m  .... M a y  
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LANDING GEAR TEAM 

CAPABILITIES: 
As the USAF's primary sourcc cf lading gcat management and repair, Ogden ALC 

can provide state-of-the-art quality products for all customers. Forty years of 
experience, certified technicians and the world's largest noncommercial facilities 
assure you of top quality performance. 

We produce 4,600 complete gear assemblies for 27 different weapon systems 
annually. These vary from the very small T-38 Talon nose gear to the massive, three- 
ton C-5 Galaxy main gear. 

Ogden ALC's Landing Gear Team can handle your most demanding needs. 

ENGINEERING AND LABORATORY SUPPORT: 
Sustained engineering and laboratory support for all landing gear overhaul repair 

processes ensure finite ele-ment analysis for evaluating and solving problems on 
landing gear components. 

FACILITY SIZE: 
The Landing Gear Facility has 382,000 square feet of dedicated overhaul capabilities 

enhanced by two miles of automated overhead material handling. This facility, in 
conjunction with its support functions, assures you of one source for all repair needs. 

ENVIROMMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 
All environmental requirements are strictly adhered to. Our air handling systems 

meet or exceed EPA standards and waste waters are processed through our state-of- 
the-art Industrial Waste Treatment Plant. 

INTEGRATING TECHNOLOGIES IN. 
-Wheel, brake and strut component overhaul and modification 
-Complete functional testing operations 
-Unique two-for-one carbon brake repair process recycles two worn carbon 
brake disks into one new disk 
-Computer-assisted component cleaning and material handling 
-Precision aerospace grinding (with tolerances to .0005 inches and RMS 6) 
-Repair processes on aerospace high strength metals 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Commodities Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 



Ogden Air Logistics Center can improve your optic and 
photonic systems and components. Our people, backed by 
25 years of experience and state-of-the-art processes and 

I 
equipment, can thoroughly overhaul and/or modify your 
current product and test and deliver a better one on time. 

Types of Systems We Can Service: 
- Film-based cameras, printers and 
processors and electro-optic sensors 

- Periscopes and lasers 
- Infrared sensors 
- Mapping and hand-held cameras 
- Optical lenses and elements 

ing 

Integrating Ibmorrow's 
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Facility can help our customers with: 
- Optical polishing/coating 
- Sensor image quality testing 
- Mlm procesging analysis 
- DigitdanalogB3F testing - Optical characterization 

, i 



CAPABILITIES 
For over 25 years, Ogden Air Logistics Center's skilled employees, unique facilities, 
and state-of-the-art equipment have provided customers with quality, using: 

-A Photographic Image Quality Test Facility which simulates target distances 
from 650 feet to infinity 
-Three optical coating chambers which deposit materials on optical elements 
weighing up to 500 pounds and measuring 34 inches in diameter 
-Four different optical polishers which provide the ability to polish concave, 
convex, and flat optical components 
-A diamond turning lathe specially designed for machining metal components, 
such as parabolic mirrors 

Our customers include US Air Force, Navy, Coast Guard, Army, DIA and CIA units, 
as well as several foreign countries. Our Photonics Division has invested millions of 
dollars to keep our organization prepared for future photonic needs. Let us help you 
stay on the cutting edge through the 21st century. 

FACILITIES: 
We use a 30,000 sq. R. environmentally controlled overhaul facility and a 5,000 sq. ft. 
management and engineering support facility to help meet our customers' needs. 

A Word from our Customers... 
"I am very pleased that, due to the outstanding efforts of 
Hill AFB personnel, critical Navy shortages of EH-38D 
processors have been eliminated." 
Commander, Naval Air Systems Command 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Commodities Directorate Business Office 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5990 
DSN: 458-7351 or Commercial: (801) 777-7351 



OgdenALC leads the Department of Defense in every phase 
of weapon system software development. Whether you 
need a modification of an existing weapon system program 
or the full-scale development of complete operational flight 
programs, we have the expertise to assist you. 

F- 16 CID software deuelo~rnent '- -' -- - 

Weapon System Software: 
-Simulation software 
-Operational flight 
programs (OFP) 
-Software control, support, 
test and evaluation 
-Embedded computer 
system engineering for 
modern weapons systems 

Automatic Circuit Testing 
-Millions of hours of experience 
-Complete electronic test 
solutions 
-Automatic Test Equipment 
(ATE) 
-Modification of existing ATE 
testers 

SRUILRU testing with microwave LMs= ) Integrating Ibmrrow's BhnolOgy .... M a y  



SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT AND 
ENGINEERING 

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL: 
Integrity ... Intelligence ... Innovation 

We have a rich heritage dating back to the 1960s where our testing of automatic 
electronic equipment led to  full-scale development of complete Operational Flight 
Program (OFP). Years of experience gives our software engineering personnel the 
skills necessary to satisfy your sofiware challenges. Using unique approaches to 
unique problems, we have led the way in software support for numerous weapon 
systems. All of our personnel are well versed in securing, storing and processing 
classified material with specific expertise in computer security and TEMPEST. We 
can provide you with dramatically improved product quality with considerable 
savings. 

A growing list of satisfied customers-including the Navy, Marines, Army and Air 
Force-is our measure of success. Our strict adherence to a quality product in a timely 
manner translates into your complete satisfaction. 

SPECIAL SUPPORT SERVICES: 
-Validation 1 verification expertise 
-Interaction with weapon system development 
engineers and managers 

-Complete and accurate engineering documentation 
-Level I .  drawings 
-CAD / CAM schematics and illustration capability 

: 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5999 
DSN: 458-2719 or Commercial: (801) 777-2719 
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The United States Air Force Software Technology Support 
Center located at HillAFB leads the Department of Defense 
in the enhancement of the latest and the best in software 

technology and in solving software 
problems. We cultivate software 
quality, productivity am&-- 

IL interoperability improvements in 
'<,, 1 

the Air  Force by promoting u"' "'* c')T+- improved business practices, 

t 
,' q processes and technologies. *; 

Qualzty znformation at your fingertips 

I 

STSC provides excellent customer support 

We can help you: 
-Enhance software quality 
-Improve software productivity 
-Encourage proper and efficient use of tools, methods and environment 
-Enhance the capability of developers to improve tools, methods, and environments 
-Obtain information on points of contact for software technologies w) Integrating ibmorrow's ~ c h n o l ~ g y  .... lbday 
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SOPTWARE TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT 
CENTER 

CAPABILITIES: 
The Software Technology Support Center is the central focal point for technical 

expertise and management support of software tools, methods and environments. 
The Software Technology Support Center offers services that help software 
organizations negate the technical, motivational, and cultural barriers that impede 
software quality and productiviiy improvements. 

Personnel staffing the Software Technology Support Center-a customer-oriented 
organization-take pride in meeting and satisfying customer needs while bringing 
them the latest and the best in software technology. In 1991 the world witnessed the 
capabilities of United States weaponry. Desert Storm revealed a new age of smart 
systems: Patriot missiles defended thousands of allies, stealth aircrafi and smart 
bombs gave credibility to the term surgical strike. These systems were reliable, 
accurate and shared a common thread-software. 

A WORD FROM OUR CUSTOMERS: 
"...Very valuable as an  information conduit to and from Air Force 
software people. Good job!" 
SAFIAQK 

"...Excellent (annual STSC) conference.. .very 
informative.. .provided a means of making contacts.. .keeps us in 
DOD from reinventing the wheel over and over." 
Robins AFB? Georgia 

"...Thanks for the outstanding technical support and thoroughly 
professional guidance we received. " 
Air Force Global Weather Central 

For additional information, please call or write Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Technology and Industrial Support Directorate 

Hill AFB, UT 84056-5999 
DSN: 458-2719 o r  Commercial: (801) 777-2719 

\ 
I 
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388th FIGHTER WING 



388th Fighter Wing pilots assuring operational 
readiness of F-16 Fighting Falcons with 

backdrop of the Wasatch Mountains 



388th Fighter Wing (Air Combat Command) 

Mission 

- Primary role is air-to-surface attack with a secondary 
responsibility of air-to-air superiority 

-- Delivers a variety of munitions in tactical situations, 
including airpower in support and interdiction -- Flies approximately 400 sorties (flights) per 
week to maintain proficiency in radar and visual bombing, 
low-level navigation, intercepts, and air combat maneuvers 

- Ready to mobilize, deploy, and employ three fighter squadrons in 
support of contingency operations to utilize the F-16 in the 
full spectrum of combat missions with effective command and 
control, self-sufficient maintenance, and other logistical 
support 

Strength 

- 2,122 people assigned (2,100 military and 22 civilian personnel) 

Significant Facts 

- Arrived at Hill AFB December 1975 

- Received the first General Dynamics F-16 Fighting Falcon in 
1979; became the Air Force's first operational F-16 wing in 1980 

- Participated in numerous deployments, exercises, and 
contingencies, including sending two squadrons to Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm 

- Effectively supported 21 deployments in the past year, involving 
the packing and movement of over 175 aircraft, 1,700 personnel 
and 200 short tons of aircraft support equipment 

Discussion Points 
- Ogden Air Logistics Center provides host base support in a 

number of areas: 

Total mobility support from 649th Support Group 
All supply/parts actions by host base supply 
Vehicle repair/depot actions -- Orders and delivers all wing munitions -- Civil engineering supports facilities/construction/ 
maintenance 



419th FIGHTER WING 



AFRES 419th Fighter Wing was the "first" reserve 
unit to fly F-16 Fighting Falcons. The Wing hosts 

many reservist training exercises in Utah. 



419th Fighter Wing (Air Force Reserve) 

Mission 

- Train and equip three F-16 squadrons -- one located at Hill AFB, 
one at Luke AFB, Ariz., and one at Tinker AFB, Okla. -- to be 
capable of worldwide mobility to perform a wide variety of air- 
to-air and air-to-ground fighter missions. 

- Provide entire support packages including maintenance, civil 
engineering, security, supply, transportation, communication and 
mission support. 

Strength 

- 1,951 people assigned (1,659 military and 292 civilian 
personnel) 

Significant Facts 

- Arrived at Hill AFB in 1955 

- Only Air Force Reserve unit in Utah 

- First Air Force Reserve unit to receive F-16s in 1984 

- Earned recognition as top fighter squadron in Air Force after 
winning Gunsmoke, the Air Force's worldwide fighter gunnery 
competition, in 1985 

-- Recognized as runner-up in 1987 in same competition -- Unit pilot won Top Gun award in 1987 

Discussion Points 

- Received Air Force Reserve facility award for 1990; acknowledged 
by AFRES to have one of the best facilities of any Reserve wing 

- Routinely trains at Utah Test and Training Range, one of the 
two top training ranges in the world 

- Often hosts other Air Force active-duty and Reserve, Marine, 
Navy and Canadian units in joint training exercises and 
daily training 

-- Closeness to Canada and West Coast Navy and Marine units 
makes combined training ideal 

- Supports Air Force Reserve and Ogden ALC test modifications and 
time compliance technical orders for F-16 aircraft prior to 
worldwide dissemination 





ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT 



Hill AFB was awarded the Gen. Thomas D. White Environmental Quality 
Award in recognition for an outstanding overall environmental 

management program. 



Directorate of Environmental Management 

Mission 

- Establish and implement environmental programs, systems and 
procedures to ensure compliance with federal, state and local 
laws and regulations and to minimize environmental risk and 
liabilities 

Strength 

- 76 people assigned (3 military and 73 civilian personnel) 

Significant Facts 

- Received four significant awards in 1992 and 1993 

- - Secretary of Defense Environmental Quality Award (Best in 
Defense Department) 

- - Gen. Thomas D. White Environmental Quality Award (Best in 
Air Force) 

- - Gen. Thomas D. White Pollution Prevention and Recycling 
Award (Best in Air Force) 

- - President's Council on Management Improvement Award 

Discussion Points 

- Reduced hazardous material acquistion costs by 75 percent 
($10.5 million annually); realized an additional $20 million 
reduction in disposal costs 

- Reduced the estimated cost of hazardous waste cleanup from 
$550 million to $289 million through innovative technology and 
contract management 

- Revolutionized hazardous materials and hazardous waste 
management; innovations adopted Air Force-wide 

- Meets regularly with local citizens and city governments 
(including outlying communities near the Utah Test and 
Training Range) to keep community informed 

- Conducted an innovative study on the effects of aircraft 
noise on wildlife; results adopted by other services and 
international scientific community 

- Reduced environmental Notices of Violation from 187 (in 1987) 
to 2 (in 1992) despite six-fold increase in regulatorsr 
inspection days 





REGIONAL PROCESSING 

CENTER 



Hill AFB's Information Processing Center, a 142,475 square foot facility, 
has been named one of the Defense Information System Agency's new 

MegaCenters. 



Regional Processing Center 

Mission 

- Operates, maintains, and plans for communications, computer 
systems and navigational aids for the Ogden ALC, 388th Fighter 
Wing, Utah Test and Training Range and tenant organizations 

- Manages the Standard Base Level Computer (SBLC) platform and its 
data connectivity providing services for all Air Force active- 
duty, Reserve and Air National Guard bases in the western United 
States 

Strength 

- 532 people assigned (136 military and 396 civilian personnel) 

Significant Facts 

- Designated a DOD Megacenter for Information Processing 

- Designated an Air Force Regional Processing Center for SBLC 

- Provides backup capability for several DOD information systems 
including the Defense Finance and Accounting Service in Denver 

- Presented the 1992 Northern Telecomrs Switch Performance Award 
as "The Best Telephone Switch in the Air ForceM for its world- 
class communications facilities 

Discussion Points 

- Selected as one of the top three Information Processing 
Megacenters of the 44 DOD-designated centers 

- Leads Air Force Materiel Command in the use of technology to 
improve efficiency in computer operations 

- Assumed responsibility as a Regional Processing Center for 26 
Air Force active-duty and Reserve bases in eight western states 

- Tests and evaluates twice yearly the capability to backup the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service computers in Denver 

- Provides year-round backup for Hill AFB computer operations; 
serves as independent software development platform during 
remainder of the year 
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EXPLOSIVES 

ORDNANCE DISPOSAL 



Destruction of "unserviceable" missile motor by 
EOD squadron members at a thermal treatment unit 

located at Utah Test and Training Range. 



649th Explosive Ordnance Disposal Squadron 

- Handles explosive disposal of ICBM and large missile motors, 
including the Peacekeeper, Minuteman, Trident, Poseidon and 
Titan 4 strap-on boosters for the Air Force, Navy and DOD 
contract sources 

- Provides explosive disposal support to the Utah Test and 
Training Range for large scale (500,000 pounds and more) 
explosive detonations and propagation tests 

Strength 

- 68 people assigned (67 military and 1 civilian personnel) 

Significant Facts 

Utilizes the virtually unlimited explosive limits on the Utah 
Test and Training Range -- the only place in the continental 
United States for large scale missile disposal 

-- Disposed of 24 Minuteman, one Peacekeeper, one Titan 4 and 
several Poseidon missile motors in Fiscal Year 1992 

Discussion Points 

- Works side-by-side with Ogden ALC missile depot 

-- Handles disposal of all unserviceable Air Force 
Intercontinental  alli is tic Missile motors -- Will contractually dispose of Navy Poseidon Sea Launched 
Ballistic Missiles in 1994 

- Supports DOD contractors (Hercules and Thiokol), through a 
contract, with disposal near their manufacturing plants 

- Obtained EPA approval rating for facilities to continue large 
scale explosive tests 

-- Validates DOD explosive safety and storage criteria -- Approved to conduct DOD and Joint Service explosive 
propagation tests -- Have facilities in place to support Air Force-unique weapons 
tests 

- Exists next to Ogden ALC missile depot, DOD contractors and 
disposal range as the most cost effective and safest way to 
eliminate interstate hazardous material handling 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 17, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown IN 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure 

Realignment Cornrmssion 
1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown 
- 

- - . - This response is provided to yomequest dated 3une 15,3995, concerning personnel-status 
changes received by the Commission fiom community representatives at Letterkenny b y  
Depot 

We have reviewed the reduction in force ylformation that you provided. Although the number of 
~ersonnel impacted by the action is reported as 664 positions, the actual number of separation 
letters handed to Letterkenny personnel totaled 354. Regardless of the number, this reduction 
was initiated pt'rer DoD's BRAC announcement and supports our analysis on excess 
capacity/personnel at Letterkenny. The Army plans to continue its standard operating procedure 
of using approved and certified personnel data. No change in the COBRA analysis is warranted. 

We have also reviewed the suggested changes regarding Central Pennsylvania Public Works 
&d S M .  The Army accounted for the 1183 civilian personnel identified with the Central 
Pennsylvania Public Works by transferringrthern to Base X; that recornmendation remains in 
effect. We agree that the SlMA is relocating to Rock Island, IL., as a result of a B U C  9 1 
decision. It was for this very reason that the Army eliminated the STMA s t r e n s h  figures in its 
analysis for the BRAC 95 recommendation, 

Ln coordination with the Army Materiel: Command(AMC), it has been determined that 
additional workload will result in an increase of 150 personnel being transferred to Tobyhanna 
(increase fiom 300 to 450) The implementation plan, which is now being prepared, is expected 
to show that fewer personnel will be required for this transfer, perhaps as few as 226. But to be 
conservative, we have included the 450 Additionally, the change would result in 3 10 personnel 
being added to the contingent being enclaved at Letterkemy. It should be noted that both one- 
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time costs and projected savings changes are not significant. A revised COBRA is attached alorlg 
with a comparison of the original and current figures. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Hamner, (703) 693-0077. 

JOHN B. NERGER 
Director 
The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 
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BRAC Office 

SUBJECT: Ground Communications-Electronics (GCE) Comparative 
Analysis 

Ms. Ann Reese 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Reese: 

By letter dated May 26, 1995, the Sacramento Air Logistics 
Center made representations regarding a Ground Communications- 
Electronics (GCE) analysis. This response is respectfully 
submitted to clarify the record. 

The Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance 
(JCSG-DM) Functional Value Analysis (Analysis) is Simply an 
Indicator of the Type of Work Performed. 

The key distinction in the Analysis is that the Air Force and 
the Army adopted different interpretations of the data requests. 
The Functional Values Summary Worksheets show that the Air Force 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

11 HAP ARNOLD BOULEVARD 
TOBYHANNA. PENNSYLVANIA 

June 16, 1995 

In fact, the Army and the Air Force did not even agree on the 
workload categories. Categorizing the workload for the Joint 
Service data call differed for each service and was a point of 
contention within each Service. Even McClellan makes this 
apparent in their letter of May 26, noting that "our 'electronic 
warfare1 work is under 'radar' stock class, therefore, not [sic] 
comparable to the JCSG definition." 

Furthermore, the Analysis compiled data on the basis of 
categories of work performed, but did not reflect the relative 
importance of capabilities. As a result, the numerical values 
stated for McClellan are higher, even though Tobyhanna performs 
more communications-electronics work. 
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An example of this distortion is illustrative. The 
Functional Value Worksheet for the Radio Commodity, Section I.a., 
shows that Tobyhama performs over three times as much core radio 
work (695,000 workhours) as McClellan (177,156 workhours) . Under 
the scoring methodology, however, McClellanls score of seven 
points is only two points lower than Tobyhanna's score. These 
scores do not accurately represent the value of Tobyhanna as the 
major maintainer of GCE equipment. 

This distortion is even more pronounced in light of the value 
given in relation to the total scores. Given that core workload 
accounted for 30 total points for the radio commodity, for 
example, the Air Force gained an inherent advantage with a score 
of seven as compared to Tobyhannars score of nine. To show the 
relative importance of workload size, the scores should have been 
weighted. 

The Functional Value Worksheet for Satellite Commodity is 
particularly instructive. Tobyhama performs more satellite 
workload, possesses more unique satellite facilities, has more 
skilled technicians than any depot in the Department of Defense 
(DOD), and, in fact, is the DOD Center of Technical Excellence 
(CTX) for Ground Satellite Communications Systems. Yet, 
Tobyhanna received zero points for core workload and only 19 
total points of a possible 100. McClellan, on the other hand, 
received 65.5 points. 

In summary, the Analysis does not accurately reflect the 
relative importance of any depot, but rather, merely shows the 
type of workload performed by that depot. 

The Functional Value Analysis is Significantly Subjective. 

The Functional Values Summary Worksheets, Sections I1 and 
111, assessed unique/peculiar core workloads on a subjective 
basis; the services were simply asked to determine if each 
possessed unique or peculiar workload or facilities. Again, the 
Army adopted an extremely conservative interpretation of these 
inquiries. As a result, the summations of the scores are 
subjective and show only the relative importance of the workload 
or facilities. 

The Functional Value Analysis is Not Comprehensive. 

Tobyhanna received no score for the Support Equipment 
Software workload, no score for the Cryptological workload and a 
nominal score for the Tactical System Software workload. Yet, 
these workloads are a major part of the Tobyhanna mission and of 
the DOD workload at issue. 



Tobyha~a has Significant Capabilities in GCE That Are Not 
Reflected in the McClellan Analysis. 

Tobyhanna has extraordinary capability in the satellite 
commodity and is the CTX for the Defense Satellite Communications 
System (DSCS). Tobyhannals mission includes integration, design, 
fabrication, and support of over 70 unique equipment racks, five 
types of operations and support vans, 10 nspecialN integrated 
earth terminal systems, repair and overhaul of ground terminals, 
and over 2100 unique secondary items as well as technical 
assistance and life cycle support to 112 sites located worldwide. 
Support is given to both the Digital Communications Satellite 
Subsystem and the DSCS Operations Control System. This is a 
multi-service responsibility, providing capability to the Air 
Force, Navy and other customers. A new facility complex at 
Tobyhanna is dedicated to this high-tech satellite mission. 

Tobyhanna has extensive radar test facilities capable of 
handling the vast majority of DOD radar systems. Tobyhanna 
currently has many dedicated facilities for the overhaul and 
repair of radar systems including a large antenna pattern range, 
a live target range, and anechoic chambers giving capability to 
test all radar parametrics. Tobyhanna is also in the process of 
transitioning phased array radar into its current profile, 
providing full capability in radar technologies. Furthermore, 
Tobyhanna currently has the capability to meet the DOD 
requirement for "high bayn radar work. High bay areas are 
located throughout the depot, and include the newly built 
Tactical End Item Repair Facility designed for this large item, 
radar-type workload. The Commissioners and Staff Members toured 
some of these high bay areas during their visit of June 1, 1995. 

Tobyhanna presently supports a variety of battlefield sensors 
and does a significant portion of this work for the other 
services. 

Tobyhanna is also a software center for the Army and is a CTX 
for Test Program Set development and maintenance. In fact, a 
whole organizational division at Tobyhanna as well as extensive 
computer facilities are dedicated to this high-tech mission. 

Ground Communications-Electronics Capabilities Exist 
at Tobyhanna That Do Not Exist at McClellan. 

Tobyhanna possesses a cryptological capability that includes 
specialized facilities and security requirements. There is also 
a satellite mission complex which includes a staging facility, a 
prototype area, a systems integration zone, training facilities, 
and an antenna support area. Tobyhanna has the DOD1s only GCE 
production environmental stress screening facility. In addition, 



a special work site supports the Signal Intelligence mission. In 
total, Tobyhama possesses over 40 specialized GCE facilities. 

Under Any Method of Cost Comparison, Tobyhanna Possesses a 
Significant Cost Advantage. 

McClellan reports a "budgeted labor hour costIt of $65.27. 
The source of this number is the G035A-HF3-MM-8BV dated February 
of 1994 'Ifor GCE workload only." No published or audited 
document supports McClellanls cost comparison. To the contrary, 
published, auditable labor hour costs have consistently shown 
that Tobyhama has a significant advantage over McClellan. 

Sales/Bid Rates. 

A comparison of the sales rates published by the U.S. Air 
Force Materiel Command and the bid rates published by the U.S. 
Army Depot System Command for the GCE commodity shows the 
following: 

Sales/Bid Rates Tobvhanna McClellan 

Defense Maintenance Operations Indicators (DMOI). 

The DOD DM01 Report for the 1st Quarter FY93 through 4th 
Quarter FY94 shows the following: 

Tobvhanna McClellan 

FY93 (without material) $47.22 
FY94 (without material) $53.26 

The above indicators measure the total actual cost in 
comparison to total actual man-hours. 



Wage Grade Rates. 

A comparison of the rates for a Wage Grade (WG) 11, Step 3, 
employee shows that Tobyhama is significantly more cost- 
effective. 

Tobvhanna McClellan 

October 1, 1994 $13.10 $17.34 

In closing, please be advised that McClellanls reliance upon 
the Functional Value Analysis is misplaced. The JCSG rejected 
the Analysis because it did not meet the goal of eliminating 
excess capacity. In short, the JCSG rejected it; I respectfully 
submit that you should do the same. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Chief, BRAC Team 
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STATEMENT BY 
THE HONORABLE TOGO D. WEST, JR 

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
BEFORE THE 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
JUNE 14,1995 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

INTRODUCTION 

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. General 
Sullivan and I appreciate this final opportunity to discuss your alternatives to our 
closure and realignment recommendations as well as address your questions regarding 
the Army's original list. We hope our comments will be helpful as you begin your final 
deliberations. 

To start, it is worth noting that the Army's recommendations are the product of 
over a year's worth of painstaking analysis, informed military judgment and 
comprehensive oversight and review. As I stated in earlier testimony, our decisions 
were not arrived at easily nor were they made in haste. They build upon the work done 
by the three previous Commissions and leave us with the infrastructure needed to keep 
our Army trained and ready into the 21 st century. 

Yet we understand it is the Commission's duty and obligation to consider making 
changes to the Secretary of Defense's list and, if supported by persuasive analysis and 
compelling justification, add more installations to that list. We would like to offer our 
assessment of these possible additions, considering both the financial and operational 
implications on our plans to support the national military strategy and posture the Army 
for the 21 st century. I believe the Army has cooperated and assisted when asked to 
review and analyze closing or realigning installations in the manner suggested by the 
Commission at the hearing on May 10th. 

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO BRAC LIST 

Other than Fort Holabird, MD, the Army does not see any merit in adding 
another installation to the original list. After Defense Investigative Service departs from 
Fort Holabird, we have no further use of the property. The other alternatives are a 
different matter: 

Oakland Armv Base. The Army studied the feasibility of closing the ports at both 
Bayonne and Oakland and concluded the loss of Oakland represents an unacceptable 
operational risk. The Army needs this critical port facility to support the rapid 
deployment of equipment during peace and war. Oakland is essential for the 



deployment of our CONUS-based forces to respond to any national security threats that 
could emerge in the Pacific region. Its closure would leave the Army without a port 
facility on the west coast. The financial savings simply do not justify the risk. 

Tobvhanna De~o t .  The Army has made the hard choices to divest itself of 
excess depot maintenance capacity and consolidate workload from five to three depots 
(ground, air and communication/electronics). DoD's recommendations on Letterkenny 
and Red River provide the optimum savings while supporting our core wartime 
requirements. They earned the support of the Secretary of Defense's Joint Cross 
Service Group. Tobyhanna is our center of excellence for communications and 
electronics. Closing it would directly contradict the Army's own military value 
assessment, which ranks Tobyhanna as the number one Army depot. It is the newest 
depot and least costly to operate. Our stationing strategy for the future calls for the 
retention of an electronics-oriented maintenance depot in order to meet the battlefield 
demands of the future. A fully digitized Army prepared to exploit information-age 
technology requires a modern depot capable of servicing and sustaining equipment. 
The cost to close Tobyhanna would be three times as great as realigning Letterkenny, 
DoD's current recommendation. Moreover, the savings would only be 25% as much 
over 20 years. Tobyhanna is an installation the Army must retain. 

Letterkennv Depot. DoD's proposal to realign Letterkenny preserves DoD's 
missile consolidation effort, achieves substantial savings for a reasonable investment 
and reduces the overcapacity in ground equipment maintenance in the depot system. 
Alternatives to move tactical missile maintenance to Hill AFB would incur costs 
anywhere from four to nine times greater and produce significantly less in the way of 
savings. Extensive facility upgrades would be necessary to support tactical missile 
maintenance at Hill AFB. We do not see this as more feasible or desirable than the 
Army's and DoD's recommendation. 

Space and Strateqic Defense Command. The Army made a concerted effort to 
move activities out of leased space, when it was cost effective to do so. Our own 
analysis shows that moving Space and Strategic Defense Command to a nearby 
installation would have significant costs and take over 30 years to pay off. It would also 
disrupt preexisting plans to move SSDC along with the Program Executive Office - 
Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal at a later date. A decision to relocate Space 
and Strategic Defense Command from leased space would be a poor substitute for 
terminating the lease and disestablishing and redistributing the assets of Aviation and 
Troop Support Command. If unable to execute this plan as recommended, the Army 
will forfeit substantial savings from reductions in both management and facility 
overhead and forego the operational advantages of aligning its functions with related 
research and development centers at other locations. 

Summarv. Making the above four changes to the original list would cost 



approximately $200M more and save up to $45M less than our original list and also 
incur greater operational risk. Investing in alternative BRAC recommendations that 
produce fewer savings would be at the expense of readiness and force modernization. 
We urge you to weigh the Army's assessment very carefully and hope you agree with 
us that these changes would be undesirable, unwarranted and unwise. 

ORIGINAL BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS 

During the past few months, you have made extensive visits to our installations 
to observe their operations and listen to the sincere voices of the local communities 
and elected representatives. The Army has been listening, too. Their strong 
convictions and fervent opposition have our admiration. It is very moving to witness the 
great pride our friends and neighbors have in the Army and our installations. 
Nevertheless, with little exception, we are unaware of any compelling arguments that 
would cause us to change our original military judgment. However, we have learned 
new information which makes one realignment and two closures no longer viable. We 
have provided our recommendations to the Office of Secretary of Defense. 

Duawav Provina Ground. The crux of our recommendation to close Dugway 
centered on the relocation of the chemical/biological testing elements to Aberdeen 
Proving Ground and smoke/obscurants testing elements to Yuma Proving Ground. 
Permit restrictions preclude conducting testing at these two sites, thereby obviating the 
relocation of the testing elements. Efforts to transfer English Village to the Utah 
National Guard were previously underway prior to the development of the BRAC 95 
recommendation and would therefore require no action by the Commission to effect its 
disposal. 

Caven Point, NJ, U.S. Armv Reserve Center. The Army recommended closing 
and relocating this facility to Fort Hamilton, NY. While planning for implementation, it 
has been discovered that new construction ($10.5M) is required to execute the move. 
The minor savings ($1 37,000 annually) do not justify this expense. Furthermore, this 
new facility requires a larger area than is available for construction at Fort Hamilton. 

Valley Grove, W, Area Maintenance Support Activity. The Army recommended 
closing and relocating this facility to Kelly Support Center, PA. We have since learned 
that Congress added a construction project ($6.8M) to build a new maintenance shop 
at the Wheeling-Ohio County Airport. The project is now underway, obviating the need 
to move to a new facility at Kelly Support Center. 

We have also received new information which warrants minor modifications to 
several other recommendations: 

Fitzsimons Medical Center, CO. The Army recommended closing this facility 



and relocating its Medical Equipment and Optical School and Optical Fabrication 
Laboratory to Fort Sam Houston. We recently learned that the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Health Affairs) is evaluating several joint service training consolidation 
alternatives which might show it is more cost-effective to relocate the school elsewhere. 
Modifying the language of the recommendation so it does not specify the gaining 
location is desirable. 

Sierra Armv D e ~ o t ,  CA. The Army recommended realigning this facility, 
eliminating the conventional ammunition mission and retaining an enclave for 
operational project stocks. We have learned that we are unable to demilitarize all of 
the ammunition by 2001, necessitating the retention of some storage. 

Bavonne Militarv Ocean Terminal. The Army recommended closing this facility, 
relocating the Eastern Area Command Headquarters and 1301 st Major Port Command 
to Fort Monmouth and retaining an enclave for Navy tenants. The Army's Military 
Traffic Management Command is considering an internal reorganization which could 
result in the merger of their area commands at another eastern installation besides Fort 
Monmouth. The Navy has indicated a preference for moving their activities. Modifying 
the language of the recommendation so it does not specify the gaining location or 
retention of an enclave is desirable. 

We understand that the Commission may have questions for the Army in a 
number of areas, including the following: 

Leased Facilities. The Army performed a military value analysis on leased 
facilities and concluded they all had low military value. We provided a detailed 
description of our assessment regarding the leased facility that houses Aviation and 
Troop Support Command in a letter to the Commission dated April 14, 1995. Our 
determination that this leased facility had low military value, coupled with the resulting 
financial savings and operational advantages, formed the basis for our 
recommendation. 

Depots. The Army's recommendations to close Red River Depot and realign 
Letterkenny eliminate excess capacity and achieve significant savings. A single 
ground combat vehicle depot (Anniston) supports our peacetime requirements and can 
meet surge requirements in the event there are two major regional contingencies. 

Family Housinq. Divestiture of family housing quarters reduces burdensome 
maintenance and repair costs and is a major part of the Army's overall housing 
strategy. The Army is closing housing areas that support small garrison and 
headquarters units and keeping those that support major troop concentrations. We 
must balance overall quality of life for the soldier with readiness and modernization of 
the U.S. Army. 



Fort McClellan. We have furnished the environmental permits for Fort Leonard 
Wood in support of the training missions transferring from Fort McClellan. The Army is 
confident it can accomplish its smoke training mission while at the same time exercising 
good environmental stewardship. 

CONCLUSION 

The Army's BRAC recommendations make it possible to stride confidently 
toward the 21 st century unburdened by excess infrastructure. We continue to believe 
that our original recommendations are the right choices for the Army and for the nation. 
The Army must be allowed to divest of unnecessary infrastructure during this last round 
of BRAC or we run the risk of having scarce funds drain away from programs with 
higher priorities. We count on being able to reinvest these savings in the areas of 
equipment modernization, quality of life and training -- important components of current 
and future readiness. 

Mr. Chairman, GEN Sullivan and I will be happy to answer your questions. 
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June 5, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman & BRAC Commissioners p * ~  mjcq 
Defense Base Closure & Re-Alignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon & Commissioners: 

On behalf of the nearly 250,000 residents of Lackawanna County, please find enclosed 
--five (35) resolutions adopted in support of the Tobyhanna Army Depot by the 
County Commissioners of Lackawanna County, the City Council of The City of Scranton, 
dozens of local municipalities, as well as numerous County School Districts, all urging 
the BRAC to "Keep the Bestn! Each of these resolutions support the mission of the 
Tobyhanna Army'Depot, and its nearly 3,600 employees. 

You have seen the outpouring of community support demonstrated on behalf of our 
region's largest employer, the Tobyhama Army Depot, both here, on June 1, 1995, as 
well as in Boston, at the BRAC Hearings, this past Saturday, June 3, 1995. Undoubt- 
edly, you have seen first-hand (and heard at the BRAC Hearing) that closure of the 
Department of Defense's most cost-effective and efficient maintenance facility does not 
make military, or economic, sense. The Tobyhanna Army Depot is specifically designed 
to perform a high-tech electronics mission, a mission they have met for forty years. 

After a thorough review of all of the facts and testimony, we know that you, and your 
fellow commissioners, will make the right decision, in terms of our tax dollars and 
military preparedness, and retain the Tobyhanna Army Depot as the Army's highest- 
rated depot and the Department of Defense's most cost-effective and efficient 
maintenance facility! Thank you, and God Bless America. 

Sincerely, 

Richard M. Jones, Vice-President 
Community Development 

cc: Austin J. Burke, President, Greater Scranton Chamber of Commerce 
Anna Cervenak, Chair, "Keep the Best" Task Force, c/o EDCNP 

222 Mulberry Street I P.O. Box 431 I Scranton, Pennsylvania 18501 1 (71 7) 342-771 1 I FAX: (71 7) 347-6262 
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MINORITY CHAIRMAN 

ETHICS. MlNORlTI CHAIRMAN 
APPROPRIATIONS 

June 12, 1995 

S. Lee KIing, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

The May 10, 1995 decision by members of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to review Tobyhanna Army Depot for closure and transfer its work to Letterkenny 
Army Depot came as disturbing news to all residents of northeastern Pennsylvania. The proposal 
lacks both common sense and merit. 

Tobyhanna, for example, was ranked number one in military value by the Army in 1993 
and 1995. It has the lowest business costs of all DOD depots; has recorded a $13 million gain for 
fiscal years 1990- 1994, and is the Army's newest and most modem depot. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot has the largest concentration of electronics skills in DOD and is 
the Center of Excellence for ground communications/electronics equipment, which is critical to 
the support of Force XXI and the Digitized Battlefield. This depot has more than 40 specialized 
electronics facilities has been cited by Coopers-Qrbrand as by far the best of the six DOD 
depots reviewed. 

MG (Retired) James R. Klugh, DUSD (Logistics), calls Tobyhanna the "most cost 
effective and efficient depot in DOD." Under Secretary of the Army Joe Reeder and General John 
H. Tielli, Jr., Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, stated in a recent letter that "By any and all 
measures, Tobyhanna is an installation we must retain." 

The DOD BRAC 1995 recommendation was to transfer the Tactical Missile maintenance 
workload (electronic -- guidance and control systems) to Tobyhanna Army Depot which repairs 
and maintains many similar systems. The move would be consistent with the intent of BRAC 93 
and would not require military construction. 



The transfer of the workload to Tobyhanna, which has an outstanding work force, would 
result in a sigmficant steady state savings and is endorsed by the Joint Cross Service Group-Depot 
Maintenance. 

The opportunity exists to intersenrice aIl DOD Ground Communications-Electronics work 
at Tobyhanna for a number of reasons, including the following: 

Tobyhanna has the required capacity. 

Military construction projects would not be required. 

The consolidation would save DOD $40-$60 million yearly. 

Interservicing Ground-Communications Electronics to Tobyhanna was a proposal during 
BRAC 93 and also recommended by other DOD studies. 

I sincerely hope that the BRAC Commissioners will closely review all the facts before 
making a final decision that will affect the lives of nearly 3,800 workers at Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. Once the facts are scrutinized, I am cert Commissioners will agree that 
Tobyhanna Army Depot is the best and vote to ' 

The Democratic Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

11 HAP ARNOLD BOULEVARD 
TOBYHANNA, PENNSYLVANIA 
18466-5081 

SDSTO- PE (lb) 

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and 
Chemical Command, ATTN: AMSMC-AE 
(Mr. Alan G. Wilson, IOC BRAC 95 Program 
Manager), Rock Island, IL 61299-6000 

SUBJECT: BRAC-95 Proposed Transition of Depot Maintenance 
Workload 

1. Reference memorandum, Headquarters, U.S. Army Depot System 
Command, AMSDS-MN-A, 5 May 1995, subject as above. 

2. Tobyhanna Army Depot conducted a detailed review of the 
spaces required to implement the BRAC 95 recommendations. Based 
on this workload analysis we are confident that at the most, 226 
spaces are required to perfom the tactical missile workload. 
The overhead impact is minimal as our overhead structures are in 
place for production, planning and control, material management, 
production engineering support, etc. 

3 .  Specifically our analysis involved a two pronged approach. 
The June 94 OPS29 was reviewed to determine the number of spaces 
required to accomplish the transition of the missile workload 
from Letterkenny Army Depot to Tobyhanna Army Depot. The second 
aspect of the analysis involved examining the Outyear Maintenance 
File from the DESCOM MFM data base. An analysis of our FY95 
space allocation along with the current and projected space 
requirements reveals additional spaces will be available to work 
on the missile workload, thereby lowering the spaces required to 
perform this work. 

4. The above man-year requirement of 226, derived from our 
analysis, is the upper limit. Current indications are that 
missile workload projections are optimistic and, in reality, 
could result in a reduction of the 226 man-years. In addition, 
based on our BRAC experiences from prior years, it is unlikely 
that a gaining installation will receive the total workload 
originally designated. For example, in BRAC 88 Tobyhanna Army 
Depot obtained the COMSEC Mission and received only 50 percent of 
the original workload designated for transfer. Similarly, we 
received significantly less workload from the Sacramento Army 
Depot competition than was originally presented during the BRAC 
91 process. Based on this experience it is feasible for 
Tobyhanna to pick up the missile workload for much less than the 
226 man-ye our analysis has revealed. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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SUBJECT: BRAC-9s Proposed Transition of Depot Maintenance 
Workload 

5. Points of contact are Jacob P. Kodnovich, DSN 795-7112, or 
Robert Haas, DSN 795-6335. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

JERRY YAREMKO 
Director of Resource Management 





TO: Glenn Knoepfle 
FAX: (703) 696-0550 

FROM: Jake Kodnovich, 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
COMM (71 7) 895- 71 12, 
DSN 795-7112 

(22 Pages) 



TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION PLAN 

See encloaed DD 1391, Military Construction Project DaLa. 
This is based on 5% contingency - 10% requires $0.2M extra. 

Estimate bounds are $0.5M to $ 1 . 5 ~ .  

Initially identified training included basic electronics, 
technical requirements not needed at TOAD, e.g., Basic 
Electronics, PACE Low Temperature Soldering, Baaic Computer 
Fundamentals, Initial Solid Stated/Integrated Circuit Training, 
etc. 

Estimate is a result of analysis of training plans and 
technical data initially eubmitted. 

Needed training includes touch-up training in LASERS, optics, 
and other related mission system specific needs. 

Estimated bounds are $0.8 to $1.6M. 

Analysis will be complete on 01 Ju1.y 1995. 

Also enclosed are the latest charts from the Letterkenny 
transition plan. We are working with them and please note that 
we feel the transition will be quicker than currently 
listed. 
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ARMY 

Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Pennsylvania 

PRIMARY FACILITY 
Guided Missile Maintenance Facil 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 

31 M A R  1995 
31 M A R  1995 

CONV, MOD 
RENOVATE & CONVERT FACILITIES FOR MISS 

ESTIMATED CONTRACT COST 
CONTINGENCY PERCENT (5.00%) 
SUBTOTAL 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION ii OVERHEAD (6.00%) 
TOTAL REQUEST 
TOTAL REQUEST (ROUNDEID) 
INSTALLED EQUTPMENT-OTHER APPROPRIATIONS 

ALTER AND RENOVATE DEPOT MAINTENANCE AND WAREHOUSE FACILITIES TO PROVIDE 
SPECILXZED DEPOT HI68LE MAINTENANCE FACILITIES. PROJECT INCLUDE ELECTRICAL 
JPGRADES. AIR CONDITXONING,LIGHTING. CEILINGS AND FLOOR UPGRADES. 

11. REQUIREMENT1 NONE ADEQUATE I NONE SUBSTAWDARDI NONE 
? R O J E C T  t 
ILTER AND RENOVATE DEPOT MAINTENANCE AND WAREHOUSE FACILITIES TO ACCOMODATE 
4ISSLE MAINTENANCE FUNCTIONS. 

IEQUIREHENT I 
'SOSECT IS REQUIRED TO SUPPORT MISSLE MAINTENANCE HISSION TRANSFER. 

lURRENT SITUATION; 
'HE TACTICAL MISSILE MISSION IS CURRRNTLY ACCOMPLISHED AT LEAD AND IS TO BE 
'RANSFERED TO TOAD A8 A RESULT OF BRAC 95. TOAD CAN ACCEPT THIS WORKLOAD BY 
:ENOVATING AND CONVERTING EXISTING FACILITIES. 



ARMY 

Tobyhanna Army D e p o t  
Penneylvanla 

CONV, MOD 
RENOVATE & CONVERT FACILITIES FOR MISSILE MAINTENAN 

31 MAR 1995 
31 M A R  1995 

IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDEDI 
IF THIS PROJECT IS NOT APPROVED TOAD CAN NOT PROPERLY SUPPORT THE TACTICAL 
MISSILE REPAIR MISSION. 

MICHAEL A. LINDQUZST 
COLONEL 
COMMANDING 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION START! SEP 1996 
ESTIMATED MIDPOINT OF CONGTRUCTIONt FEB 1997 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION CONPLETIONt AUG 1997 

INDEX8 2032 
INDEX1 2056 
INDEXt 2087 
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LEAD Implementation Plan 
Kev Milestones 

Implementation Plan submission 

Form Depot Reuse Committee 

Form Restoration Advisory Board 

Begin Artillery transitions 

Begin Missile transitions 

Complete bnsiliorrs except  Patadin 

Begin Paladin transitiorr 

Realignment complete 

Chart 2 of 19 
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HIGHLIGHTS ISSUES 

BEC selected 
- 

NEPA document to be prepared by USACE, Mobile District 

USAEC Project Managers selected to manage EBS and BCP 
contracts 

Cultural Resource Action Plan handled by USACE, Ft. Worth 
District 

1383's established and submitted to AMC for BRAC actions 

Chart 15 of 19 
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May 12,1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 1 0-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

As you will recall, the Commission requested that your office develop a COBRA to 
address the costs for relocating tactical missile workloads including missile disassembly and 
storage, and maintenance of guidance and control systems from Letterkenny Army Depot to Hill 
Air Force Base. Request you provide certified data showing the following supplemental 
information: 

The current and future projected tactical missile storage requirements at the 
Letterkenny for fiscal years 1995 through 2001. The data should be developed in 
accordance with the basing strategy suggested by the Army in its 1 March 1995 report 
to the Commission. We prefer that the storage requirements be broken down by 
missile system and military department (owner). Please note that Letterkenny 
representatives have indicated the projected storage requirement for FY 99 is about 1 
million square feet, while Hill Air Force Base representatives believe the overall 
tactical missile storage requirement is only about 100,000 square feet. 

A description of the various storage options for each tactical missile system stored or 
expected to be stored at Letterkenny through fiscal year 2001. Please rank the storage 
facility options from the most to least desired alternative. We are interested in 
confirming whether or not, some items currently stored in Letterkenny's secured 
igloos could be stored in alternative structures such as "controlled warehouse 
facilities". 



Request you provide the requested information no later than 26 May 1995. Thank you 
for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 



May 8,1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Anny Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Over the last few weeks the Commission staff has received a number of documents from 
the Letterkenny community. Request you provide specific comments with regard to the 
following: 

Attachment 1 -- Please describe the tactical missile maintenance workload(s) that Red 
River and Anniston will be transferring to Letterkenny. Is this depot level work or 
missile, storage, surveillance, certification and uprounding? If this workload is other than 
depot level work, has the Army evaluated the costs and benefits of such movements? 

Attachment 2 -- Please verify the programmed tactical missile workloads for Letterkenny 
and Hill AFB. In addition, what is the projected tactical missile workload for fiscal year 
1999? Based on the DOD recommendation to realign Letterkenny, what portion of the 
future year workload would be accomplished by the Tobyhanna and Anniston depots? 

Attachment 3 -- Please verify that the document represents the approved budget for 
ongoing Letterkenny tactical missile consolidation efforts during fiscal years 1994 - 
1997. 

Attachments 4, 5, and 6 -- Information papers for your review and comment. 

Attachment 7 -- Provides Letterkenny community concerns about the Army's military 
value and COBRA analysis. 

Why did the Army place more emphasis on the reported depot capacity 
measures, which are work station driven, rather than the relative size of the 
depot in terms of square feet and acres? 
Does the DOD recommendation transfer all programmed work to Tobyhanna 
and Anniston or just core workload? 



What is the annualized transportation cost for transporting guidance and 
control sections between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna? What is the cost of 
transporting vehicles between Tobyhanna and Anniston? How were these 
costs reflected in the Army's COBRA analysis? 
Why did the Army COBRA analysis provide for the transfer of only 300 
personnel authorizations to Tobyhanna? How can Tobyhanna accomplish the 
same work previously accomplished by some 930 people? 
What are the cost estimates for renovating and/or constructing new buildings 
at Tobyhanna to facilitate tactical missile maintenance workloads? What are 
the cost estimates for transferring equipment from Letterkenny to Tobyhanna? 
Why were these costs excluded from the Army's COBRA estimate? 
Is it reasonable to assume that Anniston can assume 284 manyears of vehicle 
workload without any additional personnel or construction? What is the basis 
for the $5.0 million cost estimate to transfer equipment to Anniston? 
Why doesn't the Army COBRA estimate provide for transfer of personnel and 
equipment from tenant organizations including LOGSA, SIMA, Public 
Works, DISA Mega Center, and DFAS? 

Attachment 8 -- This document was received from the Letterkenny Commander in 
response to our request. Information is provided for review and comment. 

Request you provide this information no later than 19 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 

EABImgk 
encl. 





Interservice Supercenters: 
The Pennsylvania Solution 

1 Interservicing - 
I The Way of the Future 

An exciting idea whose time has come, interservicing would combine 
operations of different Armed Forces' branches to reduce excess capacity, eliminate 
redundant facilities and, consequently, generate significant cost savings. The idea 
has been studied many times, but rarely put into action. The "Pennsylvania 
Solution" would capitalize on interservice benefits in the most logical and cost 
effective way possible. It will take advantage of existing operations and the 
interservice possibilities that will only become a reality through the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission process. 

Tobyhanna A m y  Depot - 
Ground Communications and Electronics Interservice Supercenter 

The consolidation of armed forces ground communications and electronics 
depot maintenance at the Tobyhanna Army Depot is the most cost-effective solution 
to reduce excess capacity while not downgrading readiness. Tobyhanna boasts a 
highly-trained, highly-skilled electronics work force. They are the most efficient 
ground communications and electronics depot in all of the Department of Defense 
(DOD) as well as the toprated Army depot. They have the capacity to assume and 
perform the workload and can do so at the lowest cost. Military and civilian studies 
have both determined that interservicing at Tobyhanna is the best busines decision. 

Letterkenny Army Depot- 
Tactical Missile Storage and Main ten ance In tersenice Supercenter 
The 1995 Base Closure Commission should support and expand upon the 

recommendation of the 1993 Commission to consolidate all DOD tactical-missile 
maintenance at the Letterkenny Army Depot. Letterkenny has the capability and 
the workforce necessary to handle all DOD missile work. Work and investment 
have already begun on the consolidation of missile operations to Letterkenny and 
should be continued. This was the right decision in 1993 and it is the right decision 
in 1995. 

m e  Pennsylvania Interservice Solution: 
Pennsylvania is the logical place to locate an electronics and a missile 

Interservice Supercenter. Pennsylvania's infrastructure and keystone location will 
provide the necessary support for these operations. No other state can match the 
capabilities of Pennsylvania's depots to support our forces overseas. Readiness 
would be dramatically improved by shortening communications and transportation 
lines to Europe and the Middle East. Our top-notch facilities and world-class 
workforce are unmatchable anywhere in the country. Military and independent 
studies have verified the benefits of consolidation of operations at Letterkenny and 
Tobyhanna. The time for action in now. Moreover, the Army could explore cost- 
savings through interweaving certain core functions, under one command, at two 
proximate bases with similar functions. No other depot consolidation scheme can 
support such a cost saving initiative. Pennsylvania is the logical choice for 
interservice consolidation. When you look at the total picture, Pennsylvania is the 
obvious solution. 
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Honorable Alan J. Oixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Comn'lission 
1700 North Moore Street Su~te I 425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Oear Mr. Chairman: 

We recognize that some of the more diffir 
involve maintenance depots. Therefore, we wo~  
options currently under consideration. 

Closing Tobyhanna Army Depot would di 
value assessment, stationing strategy and DoD 
assessment ranks Tobyhanna as the number or 
least costly to operate. The Army's stationing sl 
electronics-oriented maintenance depot in order 
future. A fully digitized Army prepared to exploil 
Tobyhanna to service and sustain its equipment 
Tobyhanna successfully won four of its five bid I 
Logistic Center. The cost to close Tobyhanna u 
savings would be about one-third as much as Dt 
Letterkenny. The Army is counting on these sa\ 
Force XXI. By any and all measures, Tobyhann 

The Department's proposal to realign Let 
missile consolidation effort, achieves substantia 
and reduces overcapacity in ground equipment I 
alternatives to move missile maintenance to Hill 
nine times greater than DoD's recommendation 
advantage in this alternative. 

DoD's current recommendations before tt 
capacity and save a substantial sum. They earr 
Defense's joint cross service group for depot mE 

w General, U S Army 
Vice Chief of staff - \ 

E ARMY 
0 

395 

At decisions facing the Commission 
d like to offer our thoughts on severs 

?ctly contradict the Army's military 
election criteria. Our military value 
! Army depot. It is the newest and 
3tegy calls for the retention of an 
o meet the battlefield demands of tho 
nforrnation-age technology requires 
During the BRAC 91 process, 

ickages against Sacramento Air 
u ld  be three times as great. and the 
3's proposed realignment of 
7gs to leverage technology to build 
is an installation we must retain. 

!rkenny Depot preserves DoD's 
savings for a reasonable investment 
aintenance in the depot system. The 
iFB incur costs anywhere from four :2 

ith fewer savings We do not see zr ,  

t Commission eliminate excess 
!d the support of the Secretary of 
ltenance. We urge your support. 

1dec;secretary of the Army 
i 
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BPAC v i s i t  on I Zune 1995 t o  Tobyhanna Army Depot 

E l a c t e d  O f f i c i a l s  a t  the  luncheon: 

Sena to r  Rick Santorum 
Cungressrnan Joseph McDade 
Congressman P a u l  Kanj o r s k i  

Mayor of Scranton:  Honorable James C o n n o r s  
C i t y  of Scranton 
City H a l l  
N o r t h  Washington Avenue 
Scranton PA 1 8 5 0 1  

M r .  Ray A l b e r i g i ,  Lackawanna C o u ~ t y  Commissioner 
M r .  James Cadue, Monroe County (:ommissioner 
M r .  James F h i l l i p s ,  Luzerne County Zomrrussiorier 
M s .  S a l l y  Thomson, p i k e  County Commissioner 
M s .  J a n e t  Weidensa~l l ,  Monroe Zounty Commissiorier 

Represen ta t ive  Thomas Tigue 

Eiectec! ~fficials n o t  a t  the  luncheon: 

State Represen ta t ive  Joseph  B a t t i s t o  
S t a t e  Represen ta t ive  Robert N v c : ~  
S t a t e  Sena to r  Joseph ~ l i a n a  
Monroe County Commissioner Robert Moore 
Coctlbaugil ~ o ~ n s h i p  Superv i - sor  Erande Mark-Falze t t  
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixoc, Chairnan 
325e Clos.~re end Reaiiglmen t Commission ; ;,:;,:<:> :*. *,;:,. ,-&,icu( 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 -w G5@(3-23 \,2;?27 7:d:; 3:; , -  

Arli~gton, Virginia 22209 - 
Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Before the Cornmission votes to add facilities to be 
considered for realignment or closure, I must respectfully 
take this opportunity to point out the high military value and 
the exceptional efficiency of Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Congress established the BRAC process to maximize the 
sense of fairness and impartiality which must rule the issue - . -  

ready to meet the challenges of the 21st century warrior 

Tobyhanna's industrial facility is specifically engineered 
fcr maximum efficiency and flexibility to suDoort the 

increases in produczion efficiency. 

-~ --- 
~o~ynanna nas a long, well-documented history of "prcfirs" - -  
positive Net Operating Results - -  when many deoots have 



May 9, 1995 
Page 2 

There are many more positive artrib~tes which point to 
Tobyhanna as a DoD center of excellence for yezrs to come; 
your data surely confirms this. I understand the commission 
has asked the Army for cost estimates involving :he transfer 
of Tobyhanna workloads to Letterkenny Army Depot. What I 
don't understand is why we would want to move workloads from 
the top-rated depot in the Army To the lowest-rated depot. 

- -  v 

With warm personal regarts, I am 

JMM: jod 

M. McDade 
er of Congress 
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B O R O U G H O F ~ T ~  
Municipal Building 

Mount Pocono, Pennrylvonia 18344 
(7 17) 839-8436 

May 25, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Alrington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed please find a resolution passed by the Borough Council of 
Mount Pocono in unanimous support of the retention of the Tobyhanna 
Army Depot. It is our steadfast belief that the closure of the 
Tobyhanna Army Depot would not only be devastating loss to the 
military customers it serves, but would also have a severe negative 
impact on the local economy, thus creating a serious void in 
funding to local municipal government. 

9,533 area residents are employed in jobs dependant on the depot, 
where they earn $265 million annually in addition to the $106 
million earned by employees of the Tobyhanna Army Depot. I am sure 
you can agree that the tax monies (Tobyhanna Depot personnel paid 
$4.3 million in State and Local taxes for 1993) that would be lost 
by closing our country's #1 rated Army Depot would create undue 
hardship to all residents and taxpayer's of Northeastern 
Pennsylvania. 

I am sure you are aware of the military value, high standard of 
productivity, and cost effectiveness of the Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
and hope you will consider the additional economic facts I've 
stzlted when making your final decision. Thank you for your 
consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas B . Reed ' 
President 
Mount Pocono Borough Council . 



BOROUGH OF MOUNT POCON0 
Municipal Building 

Mount Pocono, Pennsylvania 1834.4 
(7 17) 839-8436 

RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYKANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence in our 
military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been in integral part of our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over the 
years and has always maintained a reputation as a "Good NeighborN 
in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwhile 
community projects in our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Mount Pocono Borough Council recognizes the critical 
role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military system and its 
positive influence on local counties across Northeastern 
Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mount Pocono Borough 
Council unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army Depot to continue its 
important mission in our military system and urge that all local 
governments, private sector organizations, and not-for-profit 
organizations in Monroe County adopt resolutions of support for the 
retention of Tobyhanna A m y  Depot. 

rio Scavellpl, Mayor 

Wanda L. ~ltemose, V-President 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
WASHINOTON. D.C 20310 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We recognize that some of the more difficult decisions facing the Commission 
involve maintenance depots. Therefore, we would like to offer our thoughts on several 
options currently under consideration. 

Closing Tobyhanna Army Depot would directly contradict the Army's military 
value assessment, stationing strategy and DoD selection criteria. Our military value 
assessment ranks Tobyhanna as the number one Army depot. It is the newest and 
least costly to operate. The Army's stationing strategy calls for the retention of an 
electronics-oriented maintenance depot in order to meet the battlefield demands of the 
future. A fully digitized Army prepared to exploit information-age technology requires 
Tobyhanna to service and sustain its equipment. During the BRAC 91 process, 
Tobyhanna successfully won four of its five bid packages against Sacramento Air 
Logistic Center. The cost to close Tobyhanna would be three times as great, and the 
savings would be about one-third as much as DoD's proposed realignment of 
Letterkenny. The Army is counting on these savings to leverage technology to build 
Force XXI. By any and all measures, Tobyhannd is an installation we must retain. 

The Department's proposal to realign Letterkenny Depot preserves DoD's 
missile consolidation effort, achieves substantial savings for a reasonable investment 
and reduces overcapacity in ground equipment maintenance in the depot system. The 
alternatives to move missile maintenance to Hill AFB incur costs anywhere from four to 
nine times greater than DoD's recommendation with fewer savings. We do not see any 
advantage in this alternative. 

DoD's current recommendations before the Commission eliminate excess 
capacity and save a substantial sum. They earned the support of the Secretary of 
Defense's joint cross service group for depot maintenance. We urge your support. 

Jj3HN H. TILELLI, JR 
-~eneral, U.S. Army h n d e f ~ e c r e t a r ~  of the Army 

Vice Chief of Staff u 
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May 31, 1995 

COMMITTEES 

RULES AND EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS. 
MINORITY CHAIRMAN 

ETHICS. MINORITY CHAIRMAN 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We, the undersigned state legislators who represent constituents in Lackawanna County, 
Pennsylvania, are deeply concerned about the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's proposal to realign or close Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Although certain that the Commission will receive similar letters from legislators 
representing other areas where depots are being reviewed for realignment or closure, we do not 
believe any other Army depot can match Tobyhanna's record of excellence. In fact, Tobyhanna 
recently received the military's highest value rating. 

Because it is the nation's highest rated and largest kll-service communications/electronics 
maintenance facility, the closing of Tobyhanna could prove damaging to our national defense 
policy. If military value to the United States is the primary criterion on which the Commission 
bases its decisions, then Tobyhanna should remain open. 

In addition to its military value, Tobyhama ranks high in return on investments and 
impacts. Analyses comparing Tobyhanna to other military facilities have pointed out that the 
Defense Department would incur higher closure costs, lower annual savings and a longer wait for 
return on investment if Tobyhanna were to close. Economically, it would deal a devastating blow 
to northeastern Pennsylvania which lists Tobyhanna Army Depot, with 3,600 employees, as its 
largest employer. 

Tobyhanna has already been recognized as the best defense maintenance facility in the 
country. Therefore, the theme adopted by the Tobyhanna Army Depot Blue Ribbon Task Force 
(a regional panel established i i i  our region to convince members of the befense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission that Tobyhanna Army Depot deserves to remain open) says it all: "Keep 
the Best." 



We are confident that, after carefblly scrutinizing all the facts, the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission will agree that Tobyhanna Army Depot should be kept open. Our 
nation, and the men and women who serve as members of the military, deserve nothing but the 
best. 

/ The Democratic Leader 
22nd Senatorial District 

REP. &% AYNORCA 
%93Ye4< REP. EDWARD G. STABACK 

1 13th Legislative District 1 15th Legislative District 

0 

REP. FRED BELARDI 
112th Legislative District 
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MIKE VEON, CHAIRMAN 
DEMOCRATIC POLICY COMMITEE 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
HARRISBURG 

924 SEVENTH AVENUE 
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MAIN CAPITOL BUILDING 
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May 31, 1995 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am writing to offer my support to the Tobyhanna Army Depot in Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania. 
This depot is the major employer in this rural area and the closure of this army base would 

economic hardship to the people and businesses in this area. This depot is no 
than any of the other Army facilities located across the United States. 

egister my concern and support for the continued operation of the facility. Thank you 
r cooperation in :his matter. 

entative Mike Veon 
bemocratic Policy Chairman 

&I recycled paper 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT 

110 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-0110 

March 2 4 ,  1 9 9 5  

Honorable A l a n  J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Thank you for the recent opportunity to testlfy 
before the Commission regarding the Army's 1995 base 
closure and realignment recommendations. 

In response to yocr request to the Secretary of the 
Army, dated March 9, 1995, enclosed are answers to yocr 
questions for the record. The information is accurate to 
the best of my howledge m5 belief. 

"he ?-7 hopes tc contixu~ its goo? working - .  . . re-at:cxski; w i t h  :he Csm.:ss=sz L c  the xiont5s &eae. . ,. alezse let n~ i t ~oh -  : z  yc: neeC =1- fxrt3er ecs i s t azc - , .  



JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUPWARMY 

1. The 1993 Commission recommended that DoD b k  at uon;orservice issuer in greater 
detail. 

How did the A r m y  consider/iicorporntt recommendations from the Joint Croso-Service 
Working Groups? 

The A m y  was an active member in eoch of the five fbdonal  cross-service groups and 
their s u b o r b e  worhg groups. The Army parhcipated in tbe development of the 
methodology, determination of excess qacity ch call fonnulntion, review of responses, 
development alternatives, and review of Military Department (MILDEP) analysis snd 
recornmendabons. 

Each of tbe cross-service groups developed a number of alternatives for consideration by 
the Military Departments. Aiternstives were nonnally composed of a number of separate or 
competmg options. Accordingly, the MILDEPs were nd expected to adopt all alternatives f?om 
a single cross-senice group. Ratber, the MlLDEPs were to evaluate alternatives using tbeii 
service processes to iden* feasible, f h a w d y  &tractive scenarios. The Army reviewed these 
cross-service scenarios along with its own, eveuWy rejecting or adopting some, while mod&* 
others. A s.mmar~ of each a l t d v e  considered is bcludd as part of tbe Army BRAC report. 

How w a  this coordinated with the other s e n i c ~ ?  

T i e  loin: Cross S e v c e  G;oz?s stmnxe &owti fo: iL'113s cizii!? miiCL a i d  
T 

. - 
cmrdir,ixioc witk el! S e n i s  : n i s  mrdinztioz nris cm&uctd ir, ,xrs3r, b\. t e ie~a~ne  z7:: :a 
L ~ . k  ,L. w-ir,er. ce~&&ot kr rbe ra;t. ~s rq---ei 

Z. Did myone ffi the Ofiice of the Sccmtrrrp or Defense requirt t h e  A m y  ro indude ony of 
the r)~e.mativer of the Joint Crass Suvk Group ffi iu reconmenantionr? PiRpse spec ie!  

l ie  Tie joint Cross-Service Groups did require t& &emmives to be essessei m6 
present& to thr Joint Cross Service G r q  for review. 

3. T b e  1993 Commission rejected tbe Deprutment's rccommendxtion to dose Letterkenny 
Army Depot m d  directed that the ~~ missile rnaintentnce workload previou~& 
conducted at 9 different DoD depots by e o d d a t e d  st L t k r k n n y .  r 

I M'hat worldoad has aiready bemi t r ~ s o f d ?  



/ H'hat i s  the schedule for ~ f ~ g  tbe remaining workhad? 

I An dditioud 9 systems will tmnsfer in FY95,3 systans in FY% a d  5 systems in FY97. 

I How much has s h a d y  bcu obligated in suppolt ofthe missik maintenance consolidation 
plan at ktteriienny? 

A t d  of S16.1M was spent in FY94, of which S4.5M was allocated to construction, 
S1.7M was proauemc~ d S9.9k; was ope& and mint- (OM) funds. ADO& 
S 1 OM OMA hos bcen obligated in FY95. 

Has the Army rccvduated tbe cort/bcncfit ratio d the missik maintenance consulidation 
plan lit L e t t e r b n y ?  IT sa, please cornmat op the rerultr of the updated t n d y s i r  

Tbe Anny strongly supports tbe concept of missile m a h m u x  consdidation. However, 
both Army and Joint Cross Service Group d y s i s  identified substantial excess capacity in Army 
ground maintenance depots. Tbe Army ultimately identified Red River for closure and 
Letterkenny Army depot for realijpment. Tbe Army's r e c o m  realigns Merkenny by 
&- vehicle mainteama workload to A m h a ,  AL. Missik workload will contiwe to 
come to Letterkenny for d i d I y  and storage. Missile p d m ~  and control systems will be 
sent to Tobyhami A m y  Depot, 127 miles away. Upon repair, missiles wilt be reassembled and 
6 e d  at L e t t u k e ~ y .  This r e . n  preserves Lenerkenny's missile &sassembly and 
storape mission and, ii capitalizes on T o b y h m ~ ' s  eimoniz foars and r& missile repair at z 

4. T i e  Joint Crw: Sewkt Group on Depot Mainmnnct (JCSG-Dm suggested ths: s ir  
hunched nissiie rxznintenancc be c o d i b t e d  at EGE Air Force Brrpe; ground Launched 
missile rorintenmcc work k c~wEsred st h n u t u  Dcp :  rnd t h e  McAi;le Go?: 
Eswk missik worUoad be accompLshed x t  hrsmn-. 

W'hy did the reject the uau-service mrr. p r o p a d  and irzsterd consoiidrte n i s s i i e  
work PC Tobghanct A r m y  Depot" 

Urhhen t i e  Amy p i ~ n t d  the r& of its COBRk d y s i s  o n  the JCSG-Dh4 dtem:ive 
ciosclres end -ired work pac+-.s, it bezame zippareat t k  the cross-sefice p o u p  
d t d v c  would obviate the jpm developed c h q  BRAC 93 in consolicktiq mztid missile 
meinteaoncc. Tk chirmm requested tbe A m y  p~opooe P t t e d v e  sdutions. By moi&iq the . . 

locarion for th miss& work p&es md azcepting the g r d  work at Axmiston, tbe m y ' s  
d u t i o n  produced o scaarb simkf to tbe coc-ser,ke group's alternative (closurdrealignment 
of Red s v e r  ud Letterkenny) with 1/3 tbc con and twice tbc acadv 

accepted by tfre 3CSC;-DM snt qprovad by tbe Secreaq of Defense. 



DEPOTS 

Your analysis of military value for the four depots ranked Tobyhanna first, Anniston 
second, Red River third, and Letterkenny fourth. In your recommendations to the 
Commission, you recommended closure of Red River and realignment of Letterkenny. 

1. Did you consider cIosing all four depots? If not, which depot. did you exclude? For 
what reasons did you exclude tbem? 

Yes. The Army considered each of its four maintenance depots. Because of their high milimy 
value, Anniston and ultimatelv were not selecte-d &h 
Army m l s t i  Army Depot, a tenant activity on a Navy instaliation, 
was evaluated by the Joint Cross-Senice Group for Depot Maintenance. The Depot Joint Cross- 
Semce Group, in their separate analysis of maintenance depot workload and capacity, 
recommended closure of Letterkenny and Red River Depots. 

2. Did you consider moving production line. from Anniston to Red River? Lf not, why? 

No. Anniston has greater miiitary value thzn Red River. Anniston is the Army's heavy combat 
vehicle maintenance depot and is facilitized to accommodate both the mission workload as well as 
the necessq industrial equipment, heavy iift cranes, including a 75 ton Gantry Crane capable of 
easily 05-loading the MlAl Abrams T a d .  Its maintenance areci can accommodate the Army's 
next generation of heavy combat vehicles .kithout major facility upgrade The DoD Joint Cross- 
Senice Groc? fcr Depot Mzintemce supported Anniston = DoD's hezvy combzr vehicie -. ~zinrenmce depot,. I ney recorr;3ended the closure of Red P~vs: ai ~3zsoiiaafiori of i:s li@i 
combzi vehicie maintenance workioacs into .4nnistoc. 

3. M'hat rnilitaq. attributes about Tobyhanna and Annisroa were so compelling that the!, 
were removed from consideration? 

All depots were considered by both the /;.my and DoD's Joint Cross-Senice Grasp. Anniston 
and Tob\h-tenance capacity, higher percentages of permanent faciiiries,Gd 
z lower ins:allation bwpera: inr  exDens& In aaaltior, Anruston h a  a hgher supply capacIy * 
and Tobyhanna has newer fac&&s. A more aetaiied analyr;; is available ir. Reference Voium: II 
of the Army's report to the Commission. 

4. The K a v y  has recommended reaiignment of Na\A Air Station Corpus Cnristi. Corpus 
Christi Army Depot is a tenant there, and relies on the Navy airfield for helicopter flight 
operations. Does the d i g n m e n t  of Sa\-aI Air Station Corpus Christi to a Krvd Air 
Facility impact on Army plans for Corpus Christi Army Depot? If yes, how? 

The realignment of the Naval Aii- Station Covus Chnsti to 2 Naval Air Fzciliy does not S e c t  
Army p l m  for Corpus Christi A m y  Depot. 



5. In the Army's report to this Commission, comments on the alternatives presented by 
the Joint Cross-Senpice Group for Depot Maintenance pertain only to alternatives that 
result in losses to Army depots. Are them any gains from other Services a t  Army depots as 
a result of the Joint Cross Service Group recommendations? If yes, do these impact on 
your depot analyses or  recommendations? 

Yes. The results of tbe Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Mamtenance (JCSG-DM) do 
include recommendations for transfer of other services' workloads into Army depots. DoD's 
procedures required only the losing senice to analyze the joint recommendations for workload 
transfer. The Army determined that gains fiom other services can be accommodated at the 
Army's remaining depots. 

6. Uyour  recommendations a n  fully implementtd, will the Army depot structure retain 
excess capacity which could be used for workload from other services? 

Yes. M e r  Red River closes and Letterkemy realigns, the remaining maintenance depots will 
fbnction at approximately 80% core capacity. The remaining capacity could be used for workload 
fiom other senices. 



Al-ln, 
I was a little concerned when you mentioned the large 

difference between our "Lost Time Incidents Per 200K Hoursu 
compared to the Air Force so I looked into it. The attached paper 
is a quick analysis of what may be the difference between the Army 
and the other Services for this computation. The top page is the 
analysis and the other pages are enclosures. Hope it helps. 

Bob Haas 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 



June 8, 1995 
INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) Lost Time Injury Rates Per 
200K Hours 

FACTS : 

4 The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
targets Federal agencies for inspection based on the number of 
lost-time injuries/illness (from Office of Worker's Compensation 
Programs-department of Labor Data) per 100 employees. 

e OSHA works on the assumption that an average employee 
works 50 weeks per year; with a 40 hour work week. For 100 
employees, hours of exposure in one year would equal 
100 x 50wks x 40hr / wk = 200,000 hours. Hence the term 200K 
hours exposure rate. 

e To compute the OSHA injury rate the following formula is 
used as directed by the U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and 
Chemical Command (AMCCOM) memorandum dated 15 Dec 94 (encl 1). 

Number of lost-time iniurv and illness claims x 100 = o s ~ A ~ ~ ~  
Actual Strength 

For example, in FY 94, Tobyhanna had 77 claims and a 
strength of 2,767 employees. Our rate was computed as follows: 

77x100 = 2.78 OSHA Rate 
2,767 

DISCUSSION: 

1. Discrepancies between Services may arise in this 
computation and lead to unfair comparisons for some of the 
following reasons: 

a. A Service may use a base of other than that of "per 100 
employeesw that the Army uses. 

b. Soldiers and large whitecollar populations (such as an 
Air Logistics Center program management population) included in 
actual strength figures would lower this lost time incidence 
rate; Soldiers should not be included in this computation, 
whitecollar workers have a lower incidence of lost time than 
bluecollar workers due to differences in work environment. 

2. Safety standards (per 100 employees) for different 
~anufacturing Industries are shown in enclosure #2. Standards 
for the Communications Equipment Industry for an installation the 
size of Tobyhanna reflect a 3.9 average incidence rate. 
Tobyhanna is well under this average. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
1 HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY ARMAMENT. MUNITIONS AND CHEMICAL COMMAND 

ROCK ISLAND. ILLINOIS 6 1299-6000 

R E R Y T O  
A r n N n O N  OF 

AMSMC-SFP (385-4Oa) 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Civilian Resource Conservation Program (CRCP) 

1. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
targets Federal agencies for inspection based on the number 
of lost-time injuries/illnesses (from Office of Workers1 
Compensation Programs (OWCP) Table I1 data) .per 100 employees. 
compensation claims data for U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and 
Chemical Command (AMCCOM)/U.S. Army Depot System Command 
(DESCOM) installations will be presented in the quarterly review 
and analysis in a like manner. Table I1 lost-time compensation 
claims data will be used in the following foxmula to calculate 
installation rates: 

number of lost-time injury and illness claims X 100 
Actual Strength = RATE 

The national average rate of lost-time injury and illness claims 
for Federal agencies for FY 95 is 2.70, based on FY 93 claims 
data. Installations with a rate above 2.70 are subject to 
inspection by OSHA. Installations with a rate of 5.4 (two times 
the national average) or above are guaranteed inspection by 
OSHA. The AMCCOM/DESCOM claims rate data for FY 93 and FY 94, 
including the 5 percent reduction ceiling for FY 95, is at 
enclosure 1. 

2. The OWCP Table I1 compensation claims data is available 
through the U.S. Army Safety Center computer database called 
ASMIS. A printout of your installations Table I1 claims data is 
at enclosure 2. The printout includes claims submitted to 
the OWCP. The lost-time claims can be identified by an X under 
the heading EXTINJ, which stands for Extent of Injury. Claims 
with a number 1 under EXTINJ are considered no lost-time and an 
0 means fatal. Installations who have been mistakenly charged 
with another installation's claims need to document attempts 
with OWCP to have the claims appropriately charged. This is 
critical if you are targeted by OSHA far inspection based on 
inaccurate data. 

3. ~nstallations are required to maintain a log of injuries and 
illnesses IAW OSHA. Army Regulation 385-40, Accident Reporting 
and Records, 1 November 1994, paragraph 2-10, merely echoes the 
OSHA requirement for a log. The AR suggests that separate logs 
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be used for civilian and military injuries/illnesses, however, 
it is not mandatory. ~nstallations are not to maintain separate 
civilian logs using the criteria of OSHA for one, and AR 385-40 
for the other. 

4. Definitions for lost time, no lost time, and first aid are 
provided at enclosure 3. The enclosed definitions for DA 
civilian injury/illnesses are clarification of those provided 
in AR 385-40. The OWCP will automatically code a claim as lost 
time if the CA1 or CA2 indicates that leave or continuation-of- 
pay were used, or if a date stopped or started work is 
indicated. Therefore, if a claim does NOT involve lost time, 
no date should appear in these blocks. 

5. Installations need to analyze claims data not only for cause 
of injury but for a number of variables such as training, 
experience, type of appointment (temporary, term), reduction-in- 
force, cost for types of .injuries, etc. If detailed analyses 
are performed, valuable resources can be directed to correct the 
most costly (in terms of medical expenses and days away from 
work) injuries/illnesses first. 

6. Tenant activities can be persuaded to reduce compensation 
claims and costs by decrementing services to cover the 
compensation costs paid by the host installation. Host 
commanders normally meet with tenant commanders periodically at 
which time the host commander can discuss compensation bills as 
well as bills for electricity and water. Host installations can 
develop cost per capita comparison charts on compensation costs 
for all tenants and publish this data to get the tenant 
commanders' attention. 

7. The CRCP is a team effort. Lets work together. 

8. The POC is Mrs. Debby Westervelt, HQ, AMCCOM, AMSMC-SFP, 
DSN 793-2986, E-mail sfpleria-ernh2.army.mil, and Mr. Dennis 
Lemmon, HQ, DESCOM, AMSDS-IN-S, DSN 570-9073. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

3 Encls 
as 

JESSE M. GRANGER 
Chief, DESCOM 
Safety Off ice 

GLENN S. LEACH 
Acting Chief, AMCCOM 
Safety Office 
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Table 1 . Occupational injury and illness incidence rates of total recordable cases for manufacturing industries by employment size 
and auartile distribution . 1988 -Continued 

.. 

Incidence rates per 100 full-time workers 

Industry, SIC code.' 
and employment size 

Electrical industrial apparatus (SIC 362): 
All sizes ............................................................. 

1 to19 ........................................................... 
20 10 49 ........................................................... 
50 10 99 ........................................................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1, 000 to 2, 499 ...................................................... 
2.500 and over ..................................................... 

Household appliances (SIC 363): 
All sizes ............................................................. 
20 to 49 ........................................................... 
50 to 99 ........................................................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1.000 to 2.499 ...................................................... 
2.500 and over ..................................................... 

Electric lighting and wiring equipment (SIC 364): 
All sizes ............................................................. 
20 to 49 ............................................... ; ........... 
50 to 99 ................................... : ....................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1. 000 to 2, 499 ...................................................... 

Communication equipment (SIC 366): 
All sizes ............................................................. 

1 I019  ........................................................... 
50 to 99 ........................................................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1.000 to 2. 499 ...................................................... 
2.500 and over ..................................................... 

Radio and tv receiving equipment (SIC 365): 
All sizes ............................................................. 
50 to 99 ........................................................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1.000 to 2.499 ...................................................... 

Electron~c components and accessones 
(SIC 367): 

All s~zes ............................................................. 
20 to 49 ........................................................... 
50 to 99 ........................................................... 
100 to 249 ........................................................ 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 
500 to 999 ........................................................ 

1, 000 to 2.499 ...................................................... 
2.500 and over ..................................................... 

9.2 
6.9 
14.6 
9.1 
12.0 
11.2 

Miscellaneous electrical equipment 8 
supplies (SIC 369): 

All sizes ............................................................. 1 12.1 
20 to 49 ........................................................... I ........................................................... 

9.0 
50 to 99 13.1 
100 to 249 ........................................................ i 11.9 
250 to 499 ........................................................ 12.9 
500 to 999 ....................................................... 1 8.9 

1.000 to 2.499 ...................................................... ! l2.5 
See footnotes at end of table . 

Column A / column B 

1 Of the Average incidence rates ' 
for all establishments: ;establishments had a rate 

(mean) I lower than or equal to: 
(1st quartile) 

~ .. ~~- 

Column C 

One-half of the 
establishments had a rate 

lower than or equal to: 
(median) 

5.8 
. 0 
3.1 
15.7 
9.6 

11.1 
6.9 

10.9 
11.4 
6.4 
14.5 
12.6 
11.8 
9.2 

Column D 

' Three-fourths of the 
establishments had a rate 

lower than or equal to: 
(3rd quartile) 

14.9 
8.5 
10.8 
19.5 
20.5 
15.6 
12.4 

. 0 

. 0 

. 0 
7.0 
5.6 
6.7 
3.9 

7.4 
14.6 

16.2 
6.6 
14.5 
15.8 
16.2 
15.1 
19.4 
14.3 

11.2 
11.0 
12.5 
14.2 
12.8 
9.7 
10.1 

(9 ('1 (9 
(9 (9 1 (9 

16.5 
('1 
(=I 

22.6 
28.3 
23.2 

(9 
(=I 

11.6 
17.3 
16.3 
20.3 
17.3 
12.3 

. 0 
(9 
(9 
7.6 
5.8 
6.4 
(') 
(9 

. 0 

. 0 
3.1 
5.7 
7.0 
4.8 
(9 

3.9 
P) 
P) 

14.0 
9.2 
13.0 

(9 
(3 

1.4 
7.0 
8.1 
11.3 
11.2 
7.9 
(9 



Offi 
Per . 

. . ,, . -. . 

............................ 500 to 999 ......................... 
.................................................... 1.000 to 2,499 

Office and computing machines (SIC 357): 
.............................. All sizes 

........................................................ 250 to 499 

........................................................ 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE WAGE FIXING AUTHORITY 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22331-1200 ISSUE DATE: 6 DECEMBER 1993 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL WAGE SYSTEM REGULAR AND SPECIAL PRODUC'I'ION FACILITATING WAGE RATE SCHEDULES 
FOR THE WAGE AREA OF SCRANTON-WILKES BARRE, PEIYNSYLVANIA 

TO: COMMANDING OFFICERS OF MILITARY DEPARTMENTS AND DOD COMPONENT INSTALLATIONS IN THE AREA 

THE SCHEDULES SHOWN BELOW HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED UNDER AUTHORITY OF DOD DIRECTIVE 5120.39, DATED 
APRIL 24, 1980, SUBJECT TO THE LIMTTATIONS CONTAINED IN PUBLIC LAW 103-123, DATED 28 OCTOBER 1993, 
AND ARE TO BE APPLIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF FPM SUPPLEMENT 532-1 TO ALL EMPLOYEES 
WHOSE OFFICIAL DUTY STATION IS LOCATED WITHIN THE GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARY OF THE WAGE AREA DEFINITION 
SHOWN ON THE REVERSE SIDE. THIS SCHEDULE IS APPLICABLE TO DOD EMPLOYEES ONLY AND EXCLUDES ANY 
BENEFIT DERIVED BY IMPLEMENTATION OF 5 USC 5 3 4 3 ( d ) .  

1 
f 

WG WD-WN 
WL-WS WG-RATES WL-RATES WS-WD-WN RATES PAY 
GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 LEVEL 

1 8 .43  8.77 9 .12  9.47 9.84 9.27 9 .65  1 0 . 0 3 1 0 . 4 2 1 0 . 8 0  11 .91  1 2 . 4 4 1 2 . 9 0 1 3 . 4 1  13.93 
2 8 .76  9.13 9.50 9 .87  10.23 9.65 10.05 10 .44  10.86 11 .25  12 .27  12.80 1 3 . 3 0 1 3 . 8 0  14.34 . 
3 9 . 1 0  9.47 9.87 10.24 10.64 10.03 10 .44  10 .86  11 .30  11.70 12 .61  13.15 13 .66  14.19 14.73 1 
4 9 .46  9.87 10.26 10 .66  11.05 10.43 10.87 11 .31  11.73 12.17 12.99 13.54 14 .08  14 .61  15.14 2 
5 9 .84  10.25 10.66 11.07 11.48 10.84 11 .31  11 .76  12.21 12.67 13.38 13.94 14.47 15.05 15.61 3 

RONALD G. BECHTEL 
ACTTNG DIRECTOR 
'l'E:CMNICAL STAFF 

ORDER DATE: 17 AUGUST 1993 
EFFECTIVE DATE: THE FIRST DAY OF THE FIRST PAY PERIOD 
BEGINNING ON OR AFTER 1 JANUARY 1994 

SUPERSEDES SCHEDULE ISSUED 20 OCTOBER 1992 





0 1 5 8  L 9 Z  L I L  



n ;  I ' 

I , . 4.358 .j$.,~;k-~ TOTAL PROGRAM it;,.- 
>- -a> MILLION MHRS 

- - 
'. .I - -L, - , , , ~ , . ; ? = . ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ , ~ q - w - ~ , ~ ~ ~  ? = , I .  i---:.--:=L-:+' - .  

. !!.,:, , , , , .  
,z- - -.?: ,: 

. . ,  . 
. .  . 

. . . . g  . -- -4 

i - 
3.333 . . MILLION MHRS 

?L ,- ' ' ! ,, :;- , . - . . 

2ii3yj&-,.! ,, , - ,,L1i.AT 4 -7 ;& , #.- .. ::. 
. 1;- J . . . -  - to-,  q-,,-;:r.- . n - r z n -  : +.? -5.. - 8 *i,+i, - A d  , j 

, 

s 8 ' ~  ,*&, &'~c$,* ,r.& -sA- F.\ S d J r - 3  

;;-;-; 7 =:????$if 
- .  8 

. - 
. . ,'.a . : -I - - 

. - . .. . -7 ; . 
. . i' ,- ..-r ,I.. la--- -.., .., 

, , -,-n, ,.,,-, -.:.-:. -- =-7 :.- ~ ~ , - . + 3 ~ - , > , , . v - . - r . ~  -7 
. 

. . '. .. 
_ _ 8  L. - ' "' -: . - . .* 

SOURCE: DESCOM MFM, OPS-29 AND HISTORICAL FILES 

\ 

ARMY DEPOT Ex?:?&%oN,m 



PROJECTED 
MAINTENANCE MISSION WORKLOAD 

SOURCE: DESCOM MFM, OPS-29 AND JCSG-DM DATA CALL 



--- . - 

WORKLOAD 
(MILLION - - .  2.794 2.794 2.794 Y2.794 

MHRS) 

r 

;, ADJUSTMENTS MADE 



WORKLOAD STATISTICS FY99 

L L. 
' 4 - L Fmrgr??.$ 

uunc vvunn~u~d-2.794 M MHRS 

-= 1. 75" 
I TOTAL WORKLOAD - -  3.732 M MHRS 



MAINTENANCE CAPACITY STATISTICS 

LIOD STANDARD 
MAINTENANCE 

CAPACITY 

(MILLION MANHOURS) 

MAXIMUM 
POTENTIAL 
CAPACITY 



LOST TIME INCIDENTS PER 200K HOURS 



AVERAGE ,ABOR HOUR COST 

1 1  1 1 1  II~~III~III~ 1 OCTOBER 94 

' L 

I ' :  
. - - WG-1 1 . .  . . . . .. :. $13.10 , , ' ! '  i 
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A WERAGE DEPOT SALARY 
1 OCTOBER 94 

7 A V E R A G E A ; ~ c . ~ - ~  .lid-4 J ~ L  $ 30,045 
SALARY 



ACTUAL DEPOT HOUR COST FY-94 

: SALARIES I WAGES, MISSION OVERHEAD BASE OPERATIONS,ETCm 



INDIRECT COST COMPARISONS 



MAINTENANCE MISSIOY BID RATES 

DEPOT FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 

. . 
I !' I 

1 CCAD 88.25 120.49 1 15.48 122.75 143'1g." 9 02.37 
I 

I TOAD 



MAINTENANCE MISSION BID RATES 
W 1 0 MATERIAL 

CCAD 46 .76  66.49 99.81 72.97 91.99 59.35 I 
-ji&s; I:.? -. ,*. ~ ; ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ m p ~ + . 2 ~ ~ ~ y y ~ ! ~  ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ; F . , ; > ~ ; . . , : < : . Y q ~ y ? + ? ; ~ m i 2 ;  drL:y , ++?> W i i P L  + - . . , A , -  . I L . l .  . .  .. n ,. -27. 3, 2 , ' 2  ;- "I I mFT-'. LEAD ".. W. , 52.63,63.82 .- . i8 ! 1 . y l p q ~ ~ ~ : : ~ j ~  63.02 ~ ~ ~ J y ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ - : ~ l ~ ~ ~  65.84' 82.08 70.79 

- -:. . !E.; ? . - 8  . . ,  . *- 8...!.+:+,! 8 '  . . . . . *, 

4 ' RRAD 45.97 60.97 ' 34.70 63.61 ' 92.84 70 .83~~ '  

d TOAD 



THE REVENUE (BID) RATE 
- ABOR 

NCLUDES -ASE L A ~ O R ,  rRINbE tiENkill AIAU LEAVE Cob FS 

IVIATERIAL 
MATERIAL COST OF CUSTOMER WORK 

MISSION OVERHEAD 
- OVERHEAD COST IN SUPPORT OF THE V'SSION 

' GENERAL OVERHEAD 
- OVERHEAD COST IN SUPPORT OF THE INSTALLATION 

SURCHA E 
- ADJl - STMENTS (PLUS OR MlNl 

REASONS 



FROM A FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
POINT OF VIEW 

= OPM SETS 'WHITE COLLAR" nATES 
AREA SURVEYS SET "BLUE COLLAR" RATES 
INFLUENCED BY ORGANIZATION, STRUCTURE AND AVERAGE GRADE 

MATERIAL 
VARIES WIDELY BY COMMODITY 

- INEFFECTIVE COMPAF SON 

MISSION OVERHEAD 
- VARIES BY INSTALLATION 
- FLEXIBILITY TO MANAGE 
- GOOD INDICATOR FOR COMPARISON 



FROM A FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
POINT OF VIEW 

GEluERAL OVkfiHEAb 
ARIES BY INSTALLA. .u- 

- INFLUENCED BY SIZE AND LAYOUT OF INSTALLATION 
- FLEXIBILITY TO MANAGE 
- GOOD INDICATOR FOR COMPARISON 

@ SURCHARGE 
- SYSTEM-WIDE TO RECOUP OVERALL ISSUES OR BUILD REnER\I" FUT.3 
(INEFFECTIVE COMPARISON) 

- DEPOT UNIQUE TO ABSORB LOCAL GA..JS 1 LOSSES 
- DEPOT UNIQUE MINUS (9) INDICATES EFFICIENT PAST MANAGEMENT 
OF THE FUND 



FY93 FY94 
Tobyhanna m 59.33 63.37 

Letterken ny I 99.34 105.53 

Red River 90.1 4 79-32 

Corpus Christi 11 11 123.89 108.57 

Anniston I 
82.3: 85.63 
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COST PER DIRECT LABOR HOUR 
Depot Maintenance Operations Indicators 

I 

FY93 FY94 
~obyhanha I 

d9.33 63.37 

Ogden 84.71 76.88 

Qklahoda 91.99 106.20 

SM ALC ' 82.03 83.60 

San Antqnio X 82.90 120.24 

Warner Robins - 68.33 77.49 



Depot ~aintendnce operations Indicators 1 

FY93 FY94 
Tobyhanna 47.22 53.26 

Letterkenny 83.54 86.16 

Red River 61.32 63.25 

Corpus Christi 73.91 70.00 

Anniston 53.49 54.56 



COST PER DIRECT LABOR HOUR LESS MATERIAL 
Depot Maintenance Operations Indicators 

I 

FY93 FYQ4 
Tobyhanna 47.22 53.26 

Ogden I 55-20 62.32 

Oklahoma 58.48 59.42 

SM ALC 68-25 59.14 

$an Antonio I 57.53 65.87 

Warner R~bins U- ' 52,93 59.03 



RATE COMPARIS0I.r 
WITPOUT MATERTAT, 

FY96 BID 
FY95 BID 
FY94 BID 

FY93 BID 

TOAD 
$49.83 
$72.44 
$52.46 
$42.40 

LEAD 
$70.79 
$82.08 
$70.97 

$63.02 

DELTA 

$20.96 
$ 9.64 
$1 8.51 
$20.62 

3.732M MHrs X $20.96 $78M Cost Increase Annually 
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1 1 1  I COFT COMPARISON 

-.- TOBYHANNA SACRAMENTO ALC 
I .. - -  ., . -- I I BID RATE SALES RATE 

93.22 (EST) 



HOUR-LY COST 

DIRECT LABOR 1,632 1,500 1 YIELD (MHRS) 
BID RATE FY95 

$93.22 (EST) 
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Ann and Glenn, 

Enclosed is the recent Coopers and Lybrand Audit of Depot 

Maintenance Competitions prepared for the Deputy Under Secretary 

of Defense (Logistics). 

It is telltale of our excellent business posture and our 

having rates much lower than other DOD depots. This is one of 

many reasons Mr. Klugh told Jim Owsley and the rest of the tlCross 

Service Teamw that Tobyhanna is "the best depot." 

Any questions, please call DSN '795-6335 or Commercial 

(717) 895-6335. 

I306 Haas 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 





POINT PAPER 
COOPERS AND LYBRAND 

SUBJECT: Coopers & Lybrand, Depot Maintenance Public Versus 
Private Competition Report, March 1995 

1. PURPOSE: To provide information on why Tobyhanna Army Depot is 
rated the most cost efficient depot within the Army and The DOD. 

2. FACTS: 

BACKGROUND: 

o Coopers & Lybrand conducted an extensive review of policies, 
procedures, and practices employed by 6 DOD Depots, two from 
each service, engaged in public vs. private competition to 
determine if the playing field was level regarding cost 
estimating and financial accounting systems integrity. 

o The 6 maintenance depots reviewed were: Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Anniston Army Depot, Ogden ALC, Warner Robins ALC, Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, and the Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville. 

COOPERS & LYBRAND'S OBSERVATIONS WERE: 

-pr 1" 
o Tobyhanna's approach to competition was thorough, professional 
and well documented. 

o Tobyhanna's proposal was based on well documented cost and 
pricing data, labor hours were supported by detail operations, yvY and estimating practices and techniques were current and 
compared favorably with private industry; further, Tobyhanna's 
estimating procedures were the best of the public depot's 

P? reviewed. 

o The timeliness and high quality of Tobyhanna's performance of 
the RT-524 contract is impressive. The depot's management of rqY materiel ordering, use and costs throughout the contract was 
excellent. 

COOPERS & LYBRAND'S CONCLUSIONS WERE: 

o There were significant differences observed between depots in 

9̂q7 estimating and accounting for costs, the Tobyhanna Army Depot was 
the llonlylv depot that approached regulatory compliance and sound 
business practices that we considered comparable to a private 
firm. 

o In performance, Tobyhanna Army Depot personnel demonstrated an 
7-11 I d  excellent understanding of cost accounting. 



e March 1995 . 

9' 
Coopers 8 Lybrand L.L.P. 

&Ly rand . professionaI yN*.l Coo&ers 
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EXECUTIVE. SUMMARY 

An extensive review was conducted of policies, procedures and practices employed by 
public maintenance depots in public versus private competition. This included case studies at six 

- maintenance depots, two from each of the Services. The review focused on the public depots 
since private firms are heavily regulated and were required to assume the risks associated with 
submission of finn fixed price proposals. 

Based on our review, we concluded the practice of competing depot maintenance between 
public depots and private firms is not fair to the private firms. The playing field is not level 
considering the following observations: 

e. Depot proposals were generally understated 
significantly. Estimating processes were not disciplined, in most cases deviating 
substantially from established accounting practices and historical data, without 
documented support. Since a depot's proposal is analogous to a cost type offer, 
without effective internal controls at the depots, a fair comparison cannot be made 
with the firm fixed price offer of a private fm. 

e. Observed rnischarging and misallocation 
of costs raises serious questions on the accuracy of depot records. Incurred cost 
reports often do not provide an accurate accounting of performance at the program 
or project level. Depot accounting records should be the basis for subsequent 
proposals, in that proposed improvements and performance should be measurable. 
The accounting records are also used to report financial performance to 
management. 

a S-~election For the most part, great care was exercised by 
government contracting officials to achieve fairness. However, in several cases 
public depots benefited fiom actions that provided the depots superior information 
to potential private competitors. We do not believe these advantages directly 
affected the selection results in the cases reviewed. 

c o d  Co- While the depot maintenance Cost Comparability Handbook 
(CCH) provides comprehensive policy and procedures that address categories of 
costs and comparisons between public depots and private fmm, its 
implementation was found to be inconsistent at the depots and procuring 
activities. 

Co-e with Witb several exceptions, the DoD 
~ c c o m t i n g  Manual @OD Instruction 7220.9-M) provides direction to public 
depots that is similar to the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) and consistent with 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). Nevertheless, basic 



accounting for costs at  the program and project levels often did not comply with 
the DoD Accounting Manual, reflecting a lack of training, internal controls and 
discipline. 

Internal- Internal controls at the depot maintenance 
activities were found to be very weak or non-existent. As a result, cost 
estimating, labor charging and cost allocations were not always documented, 
consistent or disciplined. Significant improvements can- be achieved at public 
depots by establishing an effective internal controls. 

Public versus private competition for depot maintenance has been used by the Services 
and depot management to create incentives for review of internal depot procesxs. In preparation 
for a competition, the depots have reviewed labor standards applicable to the requirement and 
administrative procedures, including those associated with the allocation of costs. Significant 
efficiencies were often estimated or planned. Although many of the planned efficiencies have 
not been achievable in performance, they have tended to lower labor standards which otherwise 
might have remained overstated. On the other hand, there is linle evidence that public versus 
private competition has created effective incentives for industry to lower prices in the face of 
public maintenance depot competition beyond which they would in facing other private 
competitors. Conversely, it is believed that private finns generally perceived the competition 
with public depots to be unfair. Several private firms believed the competition amounted to a 
different way of allocating work. 

Our review indicates that public maintenance depot estimating and accounting for costs 
should be improved, with or without future public versus private competition. The public 
maintenance depot culture needs to change to include cost management as an equal partner to 
quality and schedule management. The introduction of improved information systems, such as 
the Depot Maintenance Management Wormat ion Systems (DMMI S), and other management 
tools will help. However, if proper estimating, costing and cost allocations are not performed 
and monitored through effective internal controls, the potential benefits of improved systems 
technology Hill be limited. While the basic business risks between a private firm and a public 
maintenance depot cannot be equalized to achieve a true level playing field, significant 
improvements can be made in the short term at public depots to promote a business discipline 
comparable to private firms. 

We do not believe that public versus private competition is an effective means of 
rationalizing the most efficient without first requiring public depots to establish basic 
business processes and controls. There is clearly substantial excess depot capacity in both the 
private and public sectors. The market incentives for a private firm to pursue business are 
reasonably bounded by profit / loss statements, regulatory constraints and risk. The incentives 
created for a public maintenance depot to fill its unused capacity are substantially unbounded. 
The establishment of effective internal controls at the public depots will significantly improve 
their ability to perform within management approved processes and reliably report financial 
results. Although the fi ~ancial incen:.ives and risks to a public maintenance depot cannot be 
made comparable, we bel. ve similar business processes can be achieved. 



' LNTRODUCTION 

This report provides the results of a review of public versus private competition for depot 
. maintenance conducted by a Coopers & Lybrand L. L. P. project team fiom April 1994 to 
December 1994. Six case studies performed during the review are attached. The review was 
conducted under the auspices of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics). 

The primary tasks encompassed in the'review were: 

Determine whether public offerors were including all applicable costs in their 
competitive proposals. 

Evaluate whether public maintenance depot policies, systems, procedures and 
practices were adequate to properly account for costs of performance. 

Ascertain whether government policies, procedures and practices affecting public 
versus private competition were adequate and being implemented uniformly. 

Evaluate the adequacy of the cunent Cost Comparability Handbook in 
establishing a "level playing field" for public versus private competition. 

a Compare the DoD accounting directives and cost comparability handbook with 
which public offerors must comply to the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) and 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles ( G M ) ,  applicable to private firms. 

a Perform case studies to review specific competitions in which public depots 
competed. 

Provide recommendations to improve public maintenance depot performance. 

The concept of public versus private competition for depot maintenance must be 
addressed in the context of the broader issues associated with the defense industrial base. The 
defense industrial base normally describes the private sector capability and capacity to design, 
develop and produce defense products. The current defense industrial base was sized over the 
years in response to the DoD's acquisition of weapons systems and products. Major prime 
defense contractors aggressively acquired capabilities and capacity in the early 1980's, much of it 
specialized reflecting emphasis on new technologies for state-of-the-art systems, and relatively 
high peacetime production rates. With the current precipitous decline in the defense procurement 
budget, excess capabilities and capacity exists in every major product line reviewed. While 
downsizing is occurring, it appears to substantially trail the budget decline. Industry mergers 
may accelerate this downsizing in the near term; however, it must be recognized the reductions 
will be moderated as major defense firms attempt to preserve the capabilities and capacity they 
determine important to future core business interests. Individual defense contractors want to be 



ready for the ptential of new business when opportunities in their core competency areas arise. 
The Department of Defense @OD) pays the bill for the preservation of capabilities and capacity, 
as the costs are borne indirectly by current programs. 

Below the prime contractor level, the situation is not as clear. With less flexibility to 
preserve capabilities and capacity without on-going contracts targeted to the resources, there are 
strong indications that suppliers are exiting the defense market, unable to sustain the capabilities 
and capacity in their market niches. With technology continuing to change rapidly, often driven 
by commercial development, many defense subcontractors can only be sustained by refocusing 
on the commercial market. Those that remain in the defense market are very concerned with ' 

their ability to sustain technical- teams while defense procurement declines. Whether this 
observation reflects too many qualified f m  chasing too little business, the absence of 
requirements for which individual f m s  deveIoped specialized expertise or the decision by prime 
contractors to increase in-house performance is not clear. There is substantial evidence that 
defense firms who normally are subcontractors are leaving the market. 

Another defense industrial base exists in the pubIic sector. It has also been sized by 
defense budgets in the early 1980s, when depot maintenance requirements were relatively high, 
and the need to maintain core capabilities, defined as the skills, facilities and competencies to 
support essential maintenance requirements of current military strategies. This can entail the 
maintenance of capabilities that exceed current requirements. New technologies, such as the 
increased use of composites and integrated systems, also have demanded modernization of public 
sector capabilities. As operating forces and their equipment are downsized however, the public 
sector industrial base also suffers fiom excess capabilities and capacity, with arguably less ability 
and motivation to downsize aggressively. Much of the public sector downsizing is. associated 
with actions of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. During our on-site reviews, 
it was clear the emphasis at the public maintenance depots was one of each becoming more 
efficient and competitive for available business. Their interests were to .win business fiom 
industry and each other, strengthen their posture for BRAC reviews and to continue expanding 
their high technology skills and capabilities. This motivation has been encouraged over recent 
years by congressional and management actions. 

The depot maintenance business base has been estimated at $1 5 billion per year for the 
past five years.' The DoD procurement budget authority is projected at approximately $40 
billion in FY 1996, a 71 % decline fiom 1985 after adjustments for inflati~n.~ Depot maintenance 
can be a significant contributor to maintaining overall industrial base capabilities. For example, 
a defense contractor performing at low rate production or out of production on a system can often 
use its engineering and production skills, production facilities, tooling and test equipment for 
depot maintenance. DoD has implemented a CORE concept, normally considered to mean that 
specific public depots will be assigned depot work to sustain skills and capabilities that support 
contingency related readiness and sustainability requirements. Each Service determines what 
- 

1 Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Depot Maintenance Management, 
April 1994. 

2 Defense News, US Defense Budget, p. 8, February I3- 19, 1995. 
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programs are essential to be performed in its public depots to maintain CORE capabilities and 
what depot work will be considered non-core. The Service then determines whether the non-core 
work will be competed, inter-serviced without competition or allocated to a Service depot 
consistent ~ i t h  their decision analyses. While these policies may preserve public depot 
maintenance capabilities, private manufacturing capabilities which may also be critical to the 
preservation of an industrial base capability, are not considered. 

It is believed that depot maintenance requirements will change considerably over the 
years with the advent of new technologies, software intensive systems and complex integration 
requirements. The skills associated with these requirements are normally vested in private 
industry. Many modem weapon systems will .be determined as CORE requirements, sihce they 
relate directly to Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) war fighting capabilities. Extensive investment will 
be required in public depots to strengthen capabilities involving the new technologies including 
sofhwe integration. If these investments in public depots are made, the capabilities in the 
defense industry are likely to decline or will have to be maintained though separate sustaining 
engineering contracts, which will increase costs. Accordingly, we believe consideration should 
be given to a concept that considers both the private and public capabilities when determining 
CORE to achieve readiness and sustainability. We believe that depot maintenance is being 
performed in the private sector now on systems which would be CORE requirements if public 
depot capabilities existed. Data supports the observation that the private sector will be equally 
responsive as the public sector to readiness and sustainability requirements under these 
circumstances. What the DoD likely cannot afford is to maintain two capabilities over extended 
periods of time; one for design, development and production and a separate capability for depot 
maintenance, which \ill result in substantial redundant investment. The leveraging of these 
requirements could increase efficiencies while maintaining the necessary capabilities in both the 
public and private sectors at lower costs. A concept of establishing CORE requirements at the 
Service level and competing non-CORE requirements between public and private, while 
separately attempting to address industrial base issues, is likely to suboptimize the resulting 
actions. Origmal Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) are most often the subject of industrial base 
concerns. Although they have been less price competitive for depot maintenance than companies 
specializing in services, as weapon systems become more complex and computer software 
intensive, it is likely that the demand for OEM skills will also be required in future depot 
maintenance. 

In the FY 1985 Defense Appropriations Act, Congress initially allowed U.S. Navy 
shipyards to compete with private shipyards for the overhaul of  vessel^.^ The concept was 
expanded in the FY 1993 Defense Appropriations Act, which allowed depot level repair of 
aircraft, vehicles and vessels to be ~ompeted.~ This was followed by provisions in the FY 1994 
Defense Authorization Act, directing DoD to organize a task force to assess depot workload and 
capacity. DoD assigned the review to the Defense Science Board which recommended in its 
April 1994 report that public versus private competition be minimized. Subsequently, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense endorsed the report and ordered that public versus private 

3 Title 11, FY 1985 DoD Appropriations Act, Public Law 98-473. 
4 FY 1993 DoD Appropriations Act, Public Law 102-396. 
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competition be discontinued, since a level playing field for the competition was not achievable in 
the short term. 

The Congress apparently did not accept the Defense Science Board assessment or the 
DoD's position. The FY 1995 Defense Authorization Act included several measures clearly 
intended to protect the public sector. It refirmed that the split of depot maintenance work 
should be 60/40 for the public sector. The committee also commented that public versus public 
and public versus private competition should be continued as an incentive for industry to reduce 
its cost. 

Competition is generally recognized as the best market force t; obtain innovation and 
efficiency. Marketplace competition has the players acting freely under few regulatory 
restrictioris that are generally common to all in determining the value of products and services. 
The defense marketplace is very different. It is highly regulated, with accountability emphasized 
over productivity and efficiency. The players do not act freely. In the defense market, for price 
competition to be the vehicle by which the most efficient potential source is determined, the 
competition must be conducted in a manner that provides each qualified potential competitor an 
equal opportunity to win or lose. Among other things, this means that the results must be 
measurable and comparable, with no competitor provided advantages because the procuring 
agency applied differing evaluation standards. Clearly, there are major differences between 
private entities, which must comply with complex regulatory requirements as represented by the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation and the Cost Accounting Standards, and government depots. A 
commercial company in the defense market is structured to meet the regulatory requirements 
routinely. Where it fails, it is often subject to fines and penalties. Thus, if anything, private 
firms in this market have excessive infrastructure to minimize risks. Conversely, public depots 
are extensions of the federal government, not noxmalIy subject to the same regulatory 
requirements and similar sanctions for non compliance. That is not to say that public entities can 
operate as they wish. They cannot, in that they are required to comply with administrative 
requirements imposed by DoD, superiors in the chain of command and federal, state and local 
authorities. The public maintenance depots are also structured to comply with the requirements 
applicable to them. However, from a business standpoint, there are major differences between 
the public and private sector requirements, especially with respect to the rules associated with 
non compliance. This review will attempt to identify and discuss those differences and to 
determine whether the differences can be mitigated through administrative actions by DoD, 
should public versus private competition be reinitiated. 

It has been reported and can be observed that public maintenance depots have adopted 
some private sector business practices. Reduced cycle times, the elimination of non-value added 
processes and project streamhhg have been addressed to some extent by nearly all of the depots 
reviewed. These concepts are very important to achieve economies; however, they cannot be 
independent of sound, disciplined and verifiable basic business estimates, accounting and control 
practices. The introduction of improved automated systems offers the potential of significant 
,improvements in depot business management. This potential will be fully realized only if the 
cultural change to a controlled business environment is achieved. This will require training, 



establishment of effective internal controls and routine monitoring of performance within the 
control processes. 

The observations in this report were not applicable to every depot maintenance activity 
reviewed. The case studies address the depots individually. were significant d i f f e ~ w s  

&bseryed. &em -depots in estimating and accounting for costs. The Tobyhanna Army Depot 
- HReF the only depot that approached regulatory compliance and sound business practices that we 

comidered comparable to a private h. 

It is also worthy to note that the case studies involved the review of public maintenance 
depot actions related to competitibns conducted relatively early in the evolution of the public 
versus private competition program. Most of the public maintenance depots had littleeexperience 
in compeiing against private h s  or each other when these competitions took place or in 
managing performance and costs by contract. We observed significant improvements in business 
practices that were introduced subsequent to the competitions reviewed. 



CONDUCTING PU3LIC VERSUS PRIVATE COMPETITION 

All of the competitions reviewed were conducted on a f w  fixed price basis. In most 
cases, the requirindprocuring activity was separate from the depot competing for the work. . 
There was one exception to this, where the public depot internally separated its buyer team from 
a seller team and served as the procuring activity as well as the offeror in the competition. 

The process by which the selections were conducted were both formal and informal. A 
formal source selection involves the appointqent of a Source Selection Authority (ssA),' and 
establishment of Source Selection Advisory Councils (SSAC) and Source Selection Evaluation 
Boards (SSEBs). The informal process involves a contracting officer who follows the 
command's internal procedures, seeking technical, legal and other assistance as required. The 
contracting officer's actions are often followed by either a board or supervisor review. 

It was evident that each procuring activity attempted to conduct the competitions fairly. 
Contracting officers were sensitive to the potential of criticism that, as government employees, 
they may have a preference to a public offeror, especially one with a history of working closely 
with the procuring activity. Our review of documentation and interviews with personnel led the 
team to conclude that procurement officials and contracting officers did maintain an unbiased 
perspective in the selection process. We believe the perception of bias in the selection process 
was greatest in the single case where a depot was both the procuring and competing activity. 
Although we believe the integrity of the competition and source selection process was 
maintained even in that case, the headquarters command subsequently directed that competitions 
and sources seIections could not be conducted by a depot maintenance activity that was also 
competing on the requirement. We believe this change was appropriate. 

The concept of fairness, where each qualified potential competitor is provided an equal 
opportunity to win or lose, conflicts with the following observations that appear to favor public 
offerors: 

In one case, the public offeror was provided advance notice in correspondence 
that a requirement would be competed approximately three months prior to it 
being announced in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD), the first public 
notification to industry. This provided the public offeror substantially more time 
to prepare its offer than its private competitors. Although the notification was 
clearly not intended to provide competitive advantage, it did allow the depot to 
plan its competitive approach. In this specific case, we do not believe it had any 
impact on the outcome of the competition. 

• There was language in several solicitations that could be considered incomplete or 
ambiguous. A review of the offers in me competition indicates that only the 
public offeror knew what was desired. Private offer; did not reflect a similar 
understanding of the requirement. AItholr,:h discussions and best and final offers 



(BAFOs) were conducted, the inconsistencies were not addressed. The 
significance of this problem is likely to be greatest where requirements were 
dlocated to depots historically but now they were being competed and the 
statement of work or specification does not thoroughly describe the full 
requirement. This situation was observed where the historical depot prepared the 
statement of work. 

Opportunities were provided for public depots to work on prototypes and trial 
installations prior to and during competitions. Though some of these actions were 
initiated priq to the decision to compete the requirement, nevertheless, it 
provided the depot practical -hands-on experience in validating the technical 
specifications and the planned processes. This information affected the proposed 
pricing. Competitors, without similar opportunities, were disadvantaged. 

Solicitation requirements that allow a depot offeror to charge common costs to 
another project on other than a causal/beneficid relationship violates Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards and is unfair. Each 
requirement must be evaluated on its own merits bearing full costs. In the case 
observed, private f m s  did not have similar opportunities in that they did not have 
other projects to which common costs could be charged. Even if they had, 
direction to improperly allocate costs would be a violation of regulatory 
requirements. 

The management of a competitive process is very important to achieving both a real and 
perceived sense of fairness. This is especially the case in public versus private competition. 
Working level personnel were very conscious of this issue and handled themselves well, albeit 
that some actions noted above did provide advantages to public offerors. The selections to date 
have essentially been based on low price among technicaIIy acceptable offerors. This selection 
process will become more complex if "best value" concepts are implemented in future public 
versus private competition. Under "best value", any number of factors in addition to price, such 
as past performance, managing subcontractors and quality history are evaluated. In the case of 
public versus private competition with widely disparate methods for collecting historical data, 
the evaluation process will be very difficult and will demand unusual discretion on the part of a 
source selection authority or contracting officer in making an award decision. If competition is 
reinstituted, where "best value" is used, care should to be taken to rationalize the process of 
measuring and comparing factors other than price before it is employed. 



DEPOT ESTIMATING PROCESSES 

A comparison of successful depot offers with subsequent performance indicates that the 
depots substantially underestimated the costs of the maintenance. This is exemplified by the 
following findings: 

At several depots, DCAA repprts disclosed the reliability of the depot cost 
estimates was far below those submitted by most private firms. The estimate and 
Ihe supporting documentation were considered seriously flawed and deemed 
inadequate. AAerea DCAA ieview, one depot nearly doubled its proposed 
overhead cost estimates. In the same case, our review disclosed that the labor 
hours proposed were more than 50% lower than prior experience on identical 
work. The depot contended the estimated hours were based on a Total Quality 
Management review. The only documentation of this review was a few notes and 
papers maintained by one of the employees. The depot won this competition. In 
an effort to compare proposed hours with actual hours on the program, we found 
extensive rnischarging. The reliability of recorded costs was suspect A 
comparison of estimates with recorded actuals became meaningless. 

Another depot used an estimating practice in which the depot reduced its 
estimated overhead rates by assuming it would be 100% successful in acquiring 
new business through future public versus private competitions. The inclusion of 
new work, not included in its DoD budgeted rates, served the purpose of lowering 
overhead cost estimates by spreading the costs over a larger labor hour base. 

The initial offer fiom another depot was approximately 40% lower than the price 
at which it won the award. Changes to the initial offer were made when data and 
assumptions were questioned by DCAA. The labor hours and indirect expense 
rates proposed were significantly lower than historical experience. The depot is 
currently overmnning the contract in performance. The overrun would have been 
40% higher if the initial depot estimates were accepted. 

We believe the public maintenance depots consistent practice of underestimating costs 
reflects the pressures to win, thus preserving jobs, without real risk of economic loss. 
Management involvement in reviewing estimates varied considerably between depots. In the 
private sector, accountability for estimates that risk future financial loss to the organization is 
normally clearly established. This usually results in greater estimating accuracy. 



COST ESTIMATING SYSTEMS 

Defense acquisition is performed under a complex array of laws and regulations. To 
maintain public accountability, numerous oversight mechanisms exist to verify contractor 
compliance. Non-compliance can have significant impacts on contractors. The result is that 
defense contractors are required to establish and maintain a business infrastructure, processes and 
practices that achieve compliance. For the purpose of illustration, the chart below includes 
hdamental requirements that private fms  mu$ satisfy: 

Reference 
Cost Estimating System DFARS 215.81 1-70 

Purchasing Systems FAR Parts 15 & 44, DFARS Appendix C 

Material Management System DFARS 242.72 

Property Administration FAR Part 45 

Cost, Schedule and Control System DFARS 234.005-70 

Audit Standards FAR 15-106.2 

Cost Accounting Standards FAR Appendix B, Title 48 CFR 99 

Cost Principles FAR Part 31, DFARS Part 213 

Contract Modifications FAR Part 43 - 

These requirements are intended to allow a govenunent contracting officer to evaluate the 
cost type offer of a private firm with confidence that a norm or acceptable system standard is 
being achieved. If, as sometimes occurs, it is subsequently uncovered that a private offeror did 
not follow its approved systems, sanctions may be levied. In order to operate with reasonable 
confidence, contractors establish a business infrastructure, processes, procedures and 
checks/balances to minimize the risks of non-compliance. As government has considered 
acquisition streamlining, the cost premium associated with DoD regulatory compliame has been 
calculated at between 13% and 50% in various studies with the most recent study indicating the 
regulatory cost premium at 18% of contractor's value added costs.' 

Our review found that public offerors do not meet the same or even similar basic business 
requirements. In every w e  reviewed, the estimates developed for the public versus private 
competition were developed differently than estimates for budgets or non-competitive work. 
Historical data was not used for projection purposes, but only periodically as a comparative 
benchmark. In several cases, a new profit center was established and the estimate was made by a 

s Coopers & Cybrand and TASC: The DoD Regulatory Cost Premium: A Quantitative 
Assessment December 1 994 
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bottoms-up review of labor hours and other costs associated with the product or product lines. 
Professional judgment was relied upon extensively. Estimating systemsor processes comparable 
to those required of private f m s  were found only in a single w e .  The threat that a competitive 
loss could translate into d o w i d n g ,  closure or lost jobs strongly influenced depot offers. 

These observations are not intended to indicate that the requirements imposed on the 
private sector are essential to achieve reasonable estimates and pricing. Some of the private 
sector requirements add significant costs with questionable benefits. The intent of the 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 is to reduce non-value added requirements on industry. 
Therefore, we do not believe that public maintenance depots need be subject to the same 
requirements as industry. Flowever, whether public versus private competition is reinstituted or 
not, public 'depots should have a documented estimating system that is followed consistently. 
Maintenarice depots clearly do not place much credence in their established standards, since in 
the face of competition these standards were reduced substantially. In performance, the estimates 
used in creating offers are not being achieved but it appears that in each case labor hours will be 
lower than established standards used for budgeting and non competitive business. To the extent 
that standards are used for budgeting and the pricing of non-competitive business, yet are 
decremented substantidly for competitive purposes, one can conclude that either the standards 
are overstated or that the motivation to "buy in" is great. Our review indicates both observations 
are true in most cases. 



FINANCLAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM INTEGRITY 

Public maintenance depot accounting systems should reliably collect and record incurred 
costs. Accurate costing is necessary since usually the most reliable indicator of future cost 
performance is prior cost history. This is particularly true for maintenance work since it has not 
been subject to volatile changes in processes, procedures or practices that invaIi& past 
techniques and operations. Thus, prior history on identical or similar maintenance efforts should 
be the starting baseline for all depot estimates. 

If depot executives are to .be held responsible and accountable for performance against 
estirnatedprices, the depot accounting system must produce accurate and reliable cost data If it 
does not, such performance cannot be properly assessed, and management is not being properly 
held accountable for its actions in estimating and performing work. Our studies disclosed that 
depot cost accounting systems cannot be relied upon to accurately reflect incurred costs on a 
project. There is a proclivity to blame outdated hardware and complex, patched s o h a r e  for the 
problem. We believe the cause is first and foremost a cultural and procedural problem of proper 
charging and allocating costs. We observed significant labor mischarging that had the effect of 
understating costs on competed contracts. We believe these costing irregularities stem from the 
following observations: 

The depot culture does not emphasize accurate accounting for costs by contract or 
project. Timely deliveries and quality have been emphasized historically. 

Internal controls are not effective. An internal control system should document 
the accounting system and all relevant policies, procedures and practices that 
pertain to the depot's ability - to record, process and report cost and financial 
information in compliance with regulatory and command requirements. 

Labor charging practices in many cases lack the basic requirement of individual 
employee involvement. Too often the supervisor or planners control labor 
charging. 

The depots have created, perhaps inadvertently, greater incentives for 
performance to approximate that which was proposed than the accurate 
accounting for performance. 

Depot project or program employees and managers often did not understand the 
importance of accurately accounting for costs. In many cases, employees justified 
their non-involvement in accounting for costs, indicating the responsibility for ' 

cost integrity is an accounting function. 

At all of the maintenance depots visited, a direct labor hour base was used to allocate 
overhead. Therefore, when labor hours are incorrectly classified, the error is compounded 



because in addition to the related direct labor, applicable overhead is likewise incorrectly costed. 
Our conclusions regarding the unreliability of the accounting records are supported by the 
following observations: 

We found that supervisors and lead people in the shops were mischarging labor on 
a competitively awarded program in order to meet depot imposed standards. 
Once the total standard labor hours were reached, hours were mischarged to other 
work in the shops to avoid overrunning the standards. The labor was mostly 
mischarged to non competitive projects or to an accompanying cost type line item 
used to reimburse the depot for contract undefined "over and above" maintenance 
effort. This depot was working- on both the firm fixed price and cost type contract 
line items simultaneously. The contract clearly specified what work was included 

' under the separate line items. The depot was expected to differentiate the xparate 
requirements. We selected one part which was included on the mandatory 
replacement parts list. Of 171 of these completed parts for the competitive 
program, labor costs on 69 of the parts were mischarged to the cost 
reimbursement line item, thereby inappropriately understating the true cost of the 
firm fixed price contract performance. 

Direct labor hours of assigned employees were automatically programmed to be 
charged to the competed work unless the hours were modified by the supervisor 
because of employee reassignment to other work. This modification of an 
employee's time requires an entry to the computer system. During our study of 
the labor charging, we observed that production employee hours on a 
competitively awarded program had been reclassified from direct to indirect costs. 
The effect of this reclassification was that the employees' labor hours were no 
longer automatically direct charged to the competitive program. We obsented 
employees working on the program, but their time was being charged as indirect 
costs. We discussed the reclassification with depot supervisors who informed us 
the reclassification was made because the labor costs on the competitive program 
were too high as a result of automatic labor charging not being properly 
monitored. We subsequently found that the . reclassified direct production 
employees were commingled with 17 indirect employees. We were told that the 
direct employees hours would be reclassified to the direct programs on which they 
were working. Further, we were assured that all hours for these direct employees 
would be removed h m  the indirect cost center at month-end. However, our 
check of the monthend labor report after the reclassification indicated this was 
not the case. The labor hours of about 10 of the direct empIoyees remained in the 
production indirect cost center. Since the cost of the indirect cost center is 
allocated to all work, most of the labor and related overhead of these production 
employees, who were physically assigned to and working on the competitive 
program, were incorrectly charged to the depot's noncompetitive maintenance 

, work. 



Substantial direct labor hours were charged to an indirect training account, thus 
understating the project cost. In addition, we found that non-project organizations 
which protided direct benefit to the project were not charging hours to the project. 
In this case, indirect costs were allocated based on an administrative table, which 
was not current and did not reflect the existing program organization. 

At another public maintenance depot, it was clear that in establishing a cost center 
for a competition both direct labor and indirect costs were estimated aggressively 
vis-a-vis past history. In attempting to review actual performance, cost collection 
program problems precluded the evaluation of direct program vs. over and above 
costs. Clearly, the depot had a responsibility to demonstrate proper charging of 
costs, which it was unable to do. 

Effective internal controls are in operation within private industry to prevent mischarging 
fiom occurring on government contracts. Manipulations to hide cost overmns or to meet budgets 
should not be tolerated. The resultant distorted cost experience, if used to estimate future work, 
adds to the severity of the previously addressed problems of properIy recording costs. 

The accounting systems at each of the Services depots are dificdt for personnel involved 
in project or program management to understand and use. The systems have many patches added 
over the years to satisfy new requirements including those resulting from competition, Defense 
Business Operations Fund (DBOF) changes and other requirements. Program personnel place 
great reliance on those in the accounting h c t i o n  for evaluation and interpretation of data 
While several new projects such as PDMSS are being tested at individual depots, which will 
provide more current hardware and software to address system cost issues, improvement will 
only take place if the employees are trained in the basic concepts of accounting for costs, internal 
controls are established or strengthened and systems are documented. Though the absence of 
modem system tools can pose problems; the most state of the art systems will not be effective if 
controls are not designed and implemented. 

Private firms in the defense industry are required to operate and report under guideIines 
consistent with general accepted accounting principles (GAAP), as are non defense finns. 

Compliance is reviewed by independent auditors. In addition, defense firms with significant 
government business are also required to comply with the 19 Cost Accounting Standards (CAS), 
which regulate the treatment of costs incurred in performing defense contracts. Private defense 
firms are also required to provide their procedures and practices in a Cost Accounting Disclosure 
Statement, which is reviewed by the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) and approved by 
the cognizant DoD Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO). Changes to disclosed practices 
must also be reviewed and are accompanied by a cost impact statement. 

Public depots are required to comply with the DoD Accounting Manual, DoD Instruction 
7220.9M. The manual requires procedures and practices conceptually similar to CAS, with 
several exceptions. Unlike the case where private firms are reviewed by independent auditors 
with regard to compliance with GAAP and DCAA with regard to CAS and other regulatory 
requirements, we are not aware of similar maintenance depot reviews. We found the depots 
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generally do not comply with CAS as implemented in the DoD Accounting Manual, at least at 
the program or project levels. We found a wide inconsistency in estimating and accounting for 
costs ~ i t h i n  depots, depending upon whether the project was competitive or non-competitive. 

The most common thread between maintenance depots was the action to establish a 
separate organization, a new cost center for major competitive projects. This was done to reduce 
costs allocated to the project, because the use of existing standards or administrative procedures 
for the same or similar non-competitive work would reduce their competitiveness. Where the 
new cost centers were 'established, our review indicates in every case that other programs were 
subsidizing the newly created cost centers, thus understating the competitive price and cost of 
performance while overstating the cost of other depot work. In our opinion, this distortion was 
significant on those projects reviewed. 

While private firms also periodically establish new or separate cost centers for projects or 
contracts, often to reduce indirect costs, the separate cost centers must continue to receive 
allocated costs on a causal/benefical relationship and are reviewed closely by the government. In 
many cases the separate cost centers are "off-site" and can be clearly separated from the existing 
cost centers. It is unusuaI for a private firm to create a separate cost center for a contract ~ithin 
their primary production facility. Generally, there is no benefit to be derived since the program 
will require allocation of costs on a causal or beneficial basis consistent with the approved 
accounting system. 

We believe the practice of creating separate cost centers for competitive contracts or 
projects creates some of the accounting and internal control problems. If substantive efficiencies 
can be created, they should be employed on the non-competitive work as well. The creation of a 
separate cost center for a project or contract tends to result in administrative changes vice 
production eficiencies that will be sustained. 



INTERNAL CONTROLS AND AUDIT SCRUTINY 

For the purpose of this report, internal controls are the processes by which management 
establishes reasonable assurance that the following objectives are achieved: 

- effective and efficient operations within control parameters; 
compliance with regulatory and command requirements; 
reliability of production and financial reporting; and 
routine on-going self assessments. 

Our study focused on those internal controls required to obtain accurate accounting 
infomatiin and reliable cost and pricing data. The substantive estimating and costing problems 
previously commented upon in our report stem from the fact that depots do not have adequate 
internal controls and oversight reviews. These internal control deficiencies and inadequate 
oversight reviews impact not only the accuracy and reliability of the accounting records, but also, 
where such recorded costs are used to propose or budget future efforts, the accuracy and 
reliability of future estimates, competitive or non competitive. The absence of effective internal 
controls over job order costing has evolved because depots have traditionally emphasized quality 
products and project schedules. Job order costing was of secondary importance and not 
considered a critical mission requirement. Thus, it has not received the attention it would have if 
the management of cost were an integral part of the depot mission with estimating and costing 
integrity appropriately emphasized. 

The maintenance depot environment is substantively different than that within the private 
sector. Within the private sector, effective internal controls have evolved partly because they are 
needed to survive financially and partly because the government, through regulation and 
oversight, has insisted on sound controls over government contract costing practices. Therefore, 
within industry significant effort is devoted to developing and refining internal controls, 
continuously monitoring them through internal and external audit staffs, and modifying them 
based on audit feedback. In addition, the need for sound controls was accentuated due to the 
government's emphasis on h u d  prevention and prosecution of "white collar" crime. Criminal 
investigations and prosecutions are costly and are irreparably harmful to the corporate image. 
Therefore, industry is sensitive to the need to prevent practices that cause inaccurate costing and 
that might be perceived as fraudulent. There are significant costs associated with government 
mandated internal controls. Some will argue the requirements are excessive and that, if 
contractors were provided greater discretion, more efficient and effective controls could be 
established and maintained at lower costs to the government. Nevertheless, regulatory 
requirements remain prescribed. 

In contrast to industry, internal controls relative to cost performance at the contract and 
project level at the depots were found to be non-existent or very weak, exemplified by the 

. . following: 



We obsemed numerous examples where employees &d not certify their time 
charges and were uninformed as to how management was charging their time to 
jobs. The absence of employee attestation of time charges and their lack of 
knowledge as to how their time was charged represents a serious internal control 
weakness. The likelihood of managerial or supervisory time manipulations are 
substantially reduced when there is employee involvement in the timekeeping, 
because the risk of such manipulations being exposed and detected are increased. 

At one depot an administrative table is in operation to define what indirect cost 
centers will be charged to which contracts. We found that changes were made to 
the table without rn-anagement knowledge or approval. The table is controlled 
informally. There did not app& to be any management oversight as to when 

, changes should be effected. Observed instances of faiIure to charge competitive 
contracts with their applicable indirect expenses often resulted because of 
erroneous instructions specified in the administrative table. 

During our interviews with project managers and examination of contract cost 
data, we noted that depot managers often neither request nor receive accurate 
program cost information. Wormation related to scheduling and quality is 
plentiful, but job order cost control is not considered a high priority. This 
represents a serious internal control problem since poor visibility and inattention 
to cost performance hinders prompt identification of "out of pattern" cost trends 
which may necessitate timely management corrective action. 

We also found instances where there were no written procedures or oversight 
reviews controlling cost transfers between and among projects. At one depoc we 
noted supenisors were able to transfer labor charges four weeks after the original 
labor entry, There were no formal procedures governing cost transfers or any 
approval process to prevent improper cost transfers. We observed one cost 
transfer wherein substantive hours charged to a competitive program were 
transferred to other work three weeks after the original entry with no 
documentation approving the transaction. 

Effective oversight reviews over internal controls and contract costing practices are also 
critically important. Internal controls can often be circumvented or just ignored. Therefore, 
periodic reviews are needed to test adherence and provide feedback when compliance failures are 
encountered. Early detection is needed so that prompt corrective actions can be instituted to 
ensure costs are conectly charged to contracts. As was the case with internal controls, depots 
compare unfavorably with industry in the breadth and depth of oversight reviews. 

Typically, large government contractors are subjected to numerous audits to identifj and 
correct internal control weaknesses. This includes their own internal audit staffs as well as 
government auditors and independent firms that are responsible for reviewing accounti-ig 
systems, compliance with government regulations, accounting standards and internal control,:. 
Maintenance depots receive significantly less audit scrutiny. The internal audit staffs of th* 
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depots we visited were very small, providing little benefit in reviewing the proper estimating, 
charging or allocation of costs. The DoD internal audit agencies provide an external audit 
function; however, we could find no evidence of any tests or reviews by them aimed at 
determining and veri6ing the accuracy of costs charged to contracts on an on-going basis. An 
audit agency was reviewing a service program while we were at a depot, the scope and results of 
which were not provided. DCAA audits appear to be limited to pre-award reviews of proposals. 
Therefore, the depots have not been subject to the same degree of audit scrutiny as their private 
industry competitors. We do not suggest that depots should be subjected to comparable levels of 
review as industry. However, periodic substantive audits focusing on the effectiveness of 
internal controls would be useful. 

Internal controls and audits are common to all private firms. If performed correctly, they 
can be adcomplished by relatively small staffs, using statistical techniques. They provide 
management critical inputs as to whether functional performance is within ranges of 
acceptability. The internal control function should not be organized as an adversarial review but 
solely as an independent group that provides essential feedback to adjust and improve internal 
processes. 



COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 
AND THE DOD ACCOUNTING MANUAL 

A thorough review of DoD Instruction 7220.9 M indicates the Accounting Manual 
guidance is generally consistent with Con Accounting Standards. The primary chapters dealing 
with CAS are Chapter 71 (Con Identification) and Chapter 76 (Special Cost Accounting and 
Reporting Requirements for Depot Maintenance). The coverage of the Cost Accounting 
Standards in the DoD Accounting Manual are provided in the foIIowing table: 

Standard ChaDters 
401 Consistency in estimating, accumulating and reporting costs 7 1,76 

402 Consistency in allocating costs incurred for the same purpose 7 1 

403 Allocation of home office expense to segments 7 1 
404 Capitalization of tangible assets 3 1,36,76 

405 Accounting for unallowable costs 7 1 
406 Cost accounting period 7 1 

407 Use of standard costs for direct material and direct labor 71,76 

408 Accounting for costs of compensated personal absences 26,43,63 

409 Depreciation of tangible capital assets 26,3 1,36,76 

410 Allocation of organizational unit G&A expense to final cost 
objectives 71,76 

41 1 Accounting for acquisition costs of material 34,71,76 

412 Composition and measurement of pension costs 26,43,47,63 

4 13 Adjustment and allocation of pension costs 26,43,47,63 

414 Cost of money as an element of the cost of facilities capital 26 

4 15 Accounting for the cost of deferred compensation 7 1 

4 1 6 Accounting for insurance wsts * 
417 Cost of money as an element of the cost of capital assets under 

construction 26 

4 1 8 Allocation of direct and indirect costs 71,76 

420 Accounting for IR&D and bid & proposal costs 26 
Page 71-19 of the manual states "the United States Government is a self-insuring 

entity. Consequently, the Cost Accour ing Standard, Part 4 16 is not applicable." 



It is clear, especially in Chapter 76, Special Cost Accounting and Reporting 
Requirements for Depot Maintenance, that substantial efforts were made in the DoD Accounting 
Manual to require the depots to account for and report costs consistent with requirements of the 
Cost Accounting Standards. We noted several areas where the DoD Accounting Manual 
differed, the major ones as  follows: 

• The instructions in 76-0, Indirect Costs, generally mirror CAS requirements in 
CAS 410 and CAS 418. However, the instructions would be very difficult to 
interpret and implement without a thorough understanding of the applicable 
standards. 

• The procedures in 76-0-7, Overhead Rate Variance requires that estimated 
' 

overhead rates be applied during the year. The applied overhead account is then 
used to record over 1 under absorbed overhead. The instructions also state that a 
new applied overhead rate should be developed to absorb variances in future 
periods. This is not in compliance with CAS 406 which requires that variances be 
charged or credited to jobs worked during the year or the cost accounting period. 

• The policies in 76-P-9 are not in compliance with CAS 418 which requires 
allocation of costs to objectives in reasonable proportion to the beneficial or 
causal relationships. This section on modification labor provides guidance that 
direct labor will be charged as modifications only when it is peculiar to the 
modification process. In other words, where modifications and overhead work is 
performed concurrently or share common efforts, depots are directed to charge 
labor costs to overhead and not to prorate the costs between overhead and 
modification. 

• Sections 76-P-15 and 16 provide direction that the cost of "normal" rework to 
correct defects and spoilage is charged direct. However, "abnormal " efforts 
expended to correct work, defects, spoilage, etc., should be charged to G&A 
because they "... do not add value to the work performed but are necessary to 
bring the work up to stated specifications." CAS 402 and 41 8 require that the 
entire cost of rework be accounted for on a consistent basis. 

It is not clear in Chapter 26 what constitutes a home office for a depot. Additional 
guidance is required for depots or headquarters organizations to reasonably 
capture home office expenses. 

The specific differences between the DoD Accounting Manual and CAS are relatively 
minor. However, since the guidance is diffused among various chapters in the Manual and is 
often conceptual in nature, we believe depot personnel without CAS experience would have a 
difficult time in understanding the requirements. The Manual presumes extensive understanding 
and familiarity with the Cost Accounting Standards (C. .S), which the depot case studies indicate 
does not exist. Though the Accounting Manual approximates the CAS requirements, execution 
at the depots departs substantially from the ManuaI and of course, CAS. 



A brief discussion of several CAS requirements provides perspective on the level of CAS 
compliance in pubIic depots: 

CAS 401 - Consistency in Estimating, Accumulating and Reporting 

The fundamental requirement of CAS 401 is that a contractor's practices used in 
estimating cost and pricing a proposal shall be consistent with its cost accounting practices and 
reporting of costs. 

We found that several government depots decided it was necessary to establish separate 
cost centers in order to compete with private industry. These separate cost centers were 
established in an effort to achieve reductions in the areas of direct labor, overhead associated 
with direct labor and general and administrative expenses. In most cases, we found this practice 
was an estimating technique to reduce the total proposed costs on the proposal in question. The 
same or similar work was also being performed in other cost centers using different estimating 
techniques and accounting which violates this standard. 

Generally, the segregation of the proposed effort applicable to competitive awards was 
not followed by establishing a system of equitable cost allocations. 

CAS 402 - Consistency in Allocating Costs Incurred for the Same Purpose 

The purpose of this standard is to require that each type of cost is allocated only once and 
only on one basis to any contract or other cost objective. The criteria for determining the 
allocation of costs to a product, contract or other cost objective should be the same for similar 
objectives 

This represents an area where each of the government depots that we visited had 
deficiencies. In their attempts to reduce the total amount proposed on competitive proposals, the 
depots would often allocate costs on a different basis than they would for the balance of the 
depot work. ~onsequend~,  we found different methods of allocating costs incurred for similar 
objectives. For example, one depot allocated costs associated with the maintenance of 
machinery based on square footage except for the competitive cost center, where a separate rate 
was estabIished and applied on a use basis. In all likelihood, this results in the competitive job 
receiving a much smaller allocation for like services applicable to similar objectives. 

CAS 403 - Allocation of Home Office Expenses to Segments 

The purpose of this standard is to establish criteria for allocation of the expenses of a 
home office to the segments of the orgtinizations based on benefits or causal relationships 
between such expenses and the receiving setgnents. 



Admittedly, complying with this standard is difficult for government depots. This stems 
from the fact that government headquarisrs organizations are not accustomed to charge depots 
directly based on a causal relationship. Nevertheless, private industry must comply with this 

_ standard. We found that each depot received an allocation of headquarters costs with two 
exceptions. While we did not perform a specific review of these costs, it is apparent that the 
amount allocated represents only a portion of that which we believe should be allocated. In 

- 
several cases, the amounts were nominal. 

This standard also applies to the allocation of base support costs. The requirement is that 
a measurable allocation base be used. For example, at a depot we found fire protection allocated 
based on square footage, which is appropriate,*while other support costs were negotiated without 
any measurable base, which would not be compliant. 

CAS 405 - Accounting for UnaUowable Costs 

This standard establishes guidelines for identifying costs specifically described as 
unallowable in the FAR. 

It is recognized that government maintenance depots are not faced with all of the cost 
elements that are identified as specifically unallowable in the FAR, e.g., bad debt expenses. 
However, we know that government depots incur costs that would be unallowable to a private 
h, such as organhition costs. 

Based on our reviews, these types of expenses are not currently identified or captured 3s 
unallowable costs. This is clearly a standard that cannot be readily applied to a depot in that, if 
the depot incurs costs they are reimbursed through one appropriation or another. 

CAS 410 - Allocation of Business Unit General and Administration Expenses 
to Final Cost Objectives 

These expenses represent the cost of management and administration of the business unit 
as a whole. The standard requires that the G&A pool of expenses be allocated to final cost 
objectives by means of a cost input base representing the total activity of the business unit 

The government maintenance depots that we visited used direct labor hours as a base for 
allocating business unit G&A. Consequently, the depots are not using a cost input base as 
prescribed by the standard. Direct labor hours may not produce equitable results. 



CAS 418 - Allocation of Direct and Indirect Costs 

The purpose of this Cost Ac.counting Standard is (a) to provide for consistent 
determination of direct and indirect costs, (b) to provide criteria for the accumulation of indirect 
costs, including service center and overhead costs, in indirect cost pools, and (c) to provide 
guidance relating to the selection of allocation measures based on the beneficial or causal 
relationship between an indirect cost pool and cost objectives. 

This standard requires that a business unit shall have a written statement of accounting 
policies and practices for classifying costs as direct or indirect which shall be consistently 
applied. 

~ & e d  on our review, depots do not have formal policies and procedures for classifying 
costs as either direct or indirect except in the area of labor. This is understandable since military 
organizations generally do not have a need to classify costs as direct or indirect. However, for 
comparability purposes in public versus private competitions, this criteria is extremely important. 

To compensate for the lack of formal policies and procedures with respect to direct and 
indirect costs, the depots used infonnal estimating techniques to classify costs. Generally, these 
techniques were developed based on what the depots believed would be required to pass reviews 
by DCAA. In many cases, the estimating techniques were updated based on DCAA comments 
and recommendations included in the audit reports. W l e  this may satisfj a single requirement, 
it does not provide a sound base for managing on-going operations. 

The above Cost Accounting Standards are cited as examples of the problems observed at 
the depots. Similar problems were observed in complying with the other standards. Many of 
these are correctable in conjunction with establishing effective internal controls. The importance 
of compliance for public maintenance depots is that widely accepted standards of good cost 
accounting practices would be achieved. 



THE COST COMPARABILITY HANDBOOK 

The purpose of the Cost comparability Handbook (CCH) is to standardize procedures 
among public maintenance depots and to ensure that categories of costs, which may not be 
uniformly applicable to competitors in public vs. private competition, are addressed to level the 
playing field. It represents a comprehensive attempt to ensure that costs borne by private firms 
but not by public depots are imputed in public depots cost estimates. The policies and 
procedures established in the Manual are sound. It is comprehensive with the following 
exceptions: 

There is not cost comparability between the maintenance depots and private 
industry in the treatment of the cost of employee post retirement health benefits. 
The Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) imposed on private industry a 
requirement that costs of such benefits be estimated and accrued as earned by the 
employees. Prior to this pronouncement such costs were traditionally expensed as 
incurred. The FASB required that this be implemented for all fiscal years starting 
after December 15, 1992. This new requirement has significantly increased the 
health benefit costs annually expensed against current year operations. The 
government does not recognize or accrue for these future year costs as does 
private industry. Depots are also not required to adjust their proposals to include 
this substantive expense. Therefore, they enjoy an unfair advantage in the 
accounting treatment accorded this particular expense by the government. 

The CCH allows public maintenance depots to provide estimates of costs at the 
time of proposal submission, indicating that rates may be independent of those 
established for budgetary purj>oses. Similar flexibility would not be allowed 
private fm if they were proposing on a contract under which they would recover 
costs. Rather, the private firm would normally be required to use historical data 
with adjustments to that track record documented and defended. This discourages 
buy-ins, while providing a disciplined approach to estimating future costs. We 
believe the public depots should have similar requirements. It would discourage 
understating costs for competitive procurements, where full recovery of incurred 
costs would be achieved. It would build into the'estimating process a discipline 
that would be beneficial in establishing "cost realism." 

The CCH states that depots must adhere to the CAS standards contained in the 
DoD 7220.9 M, the DoD Accounting Manual. As previously mentioned, these 
are not the same standards as imposed on the private sector. The CCH, in most 
cases where there are substantive differences between the two sets of standards, 
will provide for special cost adjustments to compensate for the differences. The 
CCH does not, however, contain adjustment provisions for differences dealing 
with CAS standards 404 and 409 which are imposed on the private sector but not 
on the depots. CAS 404 deals with the dollar level at which assets must be 



capitalized, and CAS 409 prescribes how capitalized assets should be depreciated. 
The requirements of each are significantly different fiom the capitalization and 
depreciation policies in force within the DoD. Starting January 1, 1994, within 
DoD, an asset must exceed $25,000 before it is capitalized. Within industry, the 
CAS 404 requirement for capitalization is $1,500. As a consequence, depots will 
expense more equipment purchases than will their private competitors. Effative 
October 1, 1991 the DoD substantially reduced the useful life categories of its 
assets resulting in a faster write off of the assets. In private industry, CAS 409 
mandates that assets be depreciated over their estimated useful lives. This results, 
in most cases, in assets being written off over a significantly longer period than 
that prescribed by DOD. Thus; private sector depreciation on like assets will be 
lower and spread over a longer period. Conversely, at depots, comparable 
depreciation will be higher and expensed over a shorter period. The DoD 
depreciation policy applies only to assets acquired after October 1, 1991. Assets 
acquired prior to that date are being depreciated over periods reasonably 
comparable to the private sector. As time passes and more and more depot assets 
fall under the new DoD capitalization and depreciation guidelines, differences in 
expense recognition will become more pronounced. Therefore, the CCH should 
be modified to provide special cost adjustments for these depreciation differences. 

In the private sector, contractors meeting Con Accounting Standards Board 
(CASB) prescribed dollar thresholds must file disclosurr statements detailing their 
accounting practices. They are also required, when they change these practices, to 
submit cost impact statements identifying the change's impact on government 
contracts. This requirement was imposed to preclude accounting changes for the 
purpose of avoiding contract losses or effecting paper "windfalln profits. We do 
not believe it is necessary to impose similar disclosure requirements on depots. 
However, based on observed "creative accountingn cost adjustments and observed 
accounting misclassifications, the CCH should place restrictions or otherwise 
inhibit depot accounting changes that impact fbture recorded costs on contracts. 
Failure to do so, in our opinion, could encourage depots to effect changes to mask 
significant cost overruns. ,If accounting changes are needed and they serve an 
authentic purpose, the depots should be required, as is private industry, to effect a 
price adjustment if the change will result in less costs being recorded to the 
competed contract. 

As we found with the Accounting Manual, implementation of the Handbook has been far 
fiom uniform among the maintenance depots. One problem is that the base data used to compute 
cost adjustments were not reliable. Another problem is that a mechanism was not established to 
validate the data used. The CCH adjustments in most case studies were not compliant with the 
policy guidance. They ranged fiorn procuring activities waiving the requirement to specific 
adjustments not being calculated at all in the absence of data 

we The large differences in pricing between public maintenance depots and private firms 
observed in most of the case studies made the cost comparability adjustments irrelevant to the 
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source selection decisions. However, in one case where pricing was very close, the failure of one 
procuring activity to apply cost comparability adjustments required by the CCH probably 
affected the outcome. 



The practice of competing public maintenance depots against private firms and the 
selection of a winner based on proposed prices is not fair to the private firms. The risks are 
different and the rules are somewhat disparate. Compliance with regulatory requirements or 
sound business practices is not established at the public maintenance depots. In each case 
reviewed, firm fixed pdces were requested and proposed for the basic contract requirement. A 
firm fixed price is intended to place the risk of performance on the offeror. Private firms 
submitted firm fixed prices and if awarded contracts, are held accountable for performance with 
the government obligated to pay &e contract ~ c e  only, whatever the cost of performance. The 
offers of public maintenance depots, while represented as firm fixed prices, are analogous to cost 
type offers in that all costs of performance will be borne by the govemment, tbrougb one 
appropriation or another. Private firms must consider business risk in submitting offers. Public 
maintenance depots recognize the absence of risk, with their offers reflecting a strong tendency 
to underestimate costs. This would result in losses to a private firm. Public maintenance depots 
recover these costs. While many actions can be taken to improve public depot accountability and 
to achieve a more level playing field, the inherent differences between private firms and public 
depots preclude achieving complete fairness and a level playing field. 

Private finns are held responsible for compliance with an extensive number of statutes 
and regulations intended to achieve accountability in performing government contracts. 
Non-compliance can result in significant sanctions and penalties. In order to achieve 
compliance, private firms have established a sizable hfhstmcture and numerous internal 
controls. Audits and reviews are performed routinely, both by independent public auditors as 
well as the Defense Contract Audit Agency. Public maintenance depots are 'also required to 
comply with extensive regulatory requirements. The composite guidance provided to public 
depots approaches that which is required of private firms through the DoD Accounting Manual, 
the Cost Comparability Handbook, higher headquarters and command directives. However, a 
major difference exists. Public maintenance depots have little risk associated with 
non-compliance. The potential of management or administrative sanctions has not generally 
been effective in creating a culture for disciplined management of costs, in compliance with their 
regulations. Improved training, management tools, and the creation of effective internal controls 
are essential first steps in changing thc culture. 

On the basis of the case studies and our review of policies, procedures and practices 
applicable to public versus private competition, public depot pricing related to contracts is not 
reliable. The incentive structure motivates public depots to price opGmistically or as they believe 
necessary to win the contracts. Contract costs are not charged or reported accurately. As a 
result, the competitions do not necessarily result in award to the most efficient producers. It is 
appropriate to note however, that a wide disparity befween public depots was observed with one 
public maintenance depot achieving a much higher degree of compliance with sound business 
practices than others. 



We do not believe that the same regulatory requirements that are hhposed on private 
firms are required for public maintenance depots to achieve relative fairness. Private firms are 
over regulated, where efficiency is impacted by a clear government preference for accountability 

. and uniformity. We believe many private fums could achieve equal levels of accountability with 
lower costs through regulatory reform. However, from a contract performance. standpoint, public 
depots need to train their personnel and establish basic processes and practices to properly 
estimate and record costs, with internal controls reemphasized. This would allow depot 
management to address the real costs of performance in a timely way. This is important, whether 
public versus private competition is reinstituted or not. 

Some may argue that the 'process of 'pitting Service maintenance depots against their 
suppliers in public versus private competition is divisive. It surely can be but we suggest that it 
probably is no more so than private f m  who compete against, team with, or serve as 
subcontractors to each other on different programs. We believe this argument becomes 
minimized as a greater degree of fairness is achieved. 

The problems observed during public versus private competitions are not generally those 
of inadequate planning or policy. While the inherent differences relating to risk cannot be Mly 
overcome, we believe that improved business discipline at public depots will improve fairness 
and can be achieved at minimal cost, making them more comparable to private f m s .  Without 
these improvements, it will be very difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether a private 
firm or a public depot is the most efficient producer on any requirement. 



These recommendations combine those that should be addressed if public versus private 
competition for depot maintenance is reinstituted as well as t h o x  that would strengthen public 
depot capabilities to properly estimate and account for cons in performance on any contract or 
project. 

Policy 

Consideration should be given to industrial base requirements when determining 
sources of depot npair through processes such as CORE, competition or service i 
allocations. If decisions on the industrial base and CORE depot requirements are 
separated, multiple duplicative investments to preserve capabilities for different 
purposes are likely to occur. 

Program hlanagerneat 

Currently program or project personnel appear to have little understanding or 
contact with the estimating and costing processes. They are very reliant on 
accounting hct ional  personnel. Consideration should be given to the creation of 
project support teams to include financial and accounting personnel, co-located 
and interdependent. The alternative is training for program or project personnel in 
accounting processes. 

Procurement Planning 

Procuring activities and headquarters commands should carehlly ensure that 
public and private offeron rece-ive notification of requirements at the same time. 1 

The practice of providing draft solicitations for comment, consistent with the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, would tend to equalize notification and 
opportunities for competitors. 

Prior to M e r  public versus private or public vs. public competition, a pre-award '' 
s w e y  should be conducted on public maintenance depots to determine whether 
systems are in place to properly estimate and account for costs. 

A cost realism analysis should be performed by contracting officers on all depot 
proposals in line for awards, since these offers are analogous to cost type 
proposals. At a minimum, major elements of proposed costs should be compared 
to recorded actuals. 



Cost Estimating 

Public maintenance depots should be required to document their cost estimating 
systems. These systems should be reviewed and tested to ensure that, if followed, 
all applicable costs are captured and accumulated. The estimating system should '- 
be followed when estimating all business, competitive or non-competitive. 

A policy should be considered that would require public maintenance depots to 
use existing standards as the basis for initial pricing estimates. Deviations from -; 
the standards could be proposed but should be specifically justified. We do not 
believe it is good- business to selectively decrement standards for competitive 
programs without thoroughly documenting the basis for the decrements. 

Separate direct and indirect rates were observed being used for competitive, 
non-competitive and budget purposes. We believe base rates should be developed 
that are applicable to all relevant work. A policy requiring this discipline would 
tend to motivate the creation of permanent improvements and discourage 
establishment of multiple, unique cost centers for competitive programs only. 

Accountability at public maintenance depots may be increased by requiring senior . I  
management to sign offers, creating specific personal accountability for 
estimating and program execution, in the absence of a profit motive. 

Financial Accounting System Integrity 

Provide a training course to key depot personnel on the proper treatment of costs 
and their allocation consistent with Cost Accounting Standards and the DoD 
Accounting Manual. 

Document depot procedures for the classification and allocation of indirect costs, 
: , , 

requiring that accountability for changes be established at senior management 
levels. 

In the long term, the DoD Accounting Manual should be made more user friendly , ,>,, 
by clearly explaining CAS related requiremenb and consolidating cost accounting 
guidelines in a single chapter. 

Depot Internal Controls 

A model internal control system should be developed for maintenance depots that 
addresses policies, procedures, and practices to reduce business, fmancial and 
accounting risks and achieve regulatory compliance. 

., 4 A model internal control system should be provided to each depot and specifically . 
tailored to the unique policies and processes of the individual depots. 

3 1 



Internal controls staffs should be established at each maintenance depot to , 
perform periodic reviews of timekeeping, estimating, con charging and cost 
allocation practices to evaluate the effectiveness of the internal controls. 

Audit procedures should be for the use of internal control staffs and !.: 

training provided in 

An internal control staff should be provided training to ten and audit compliance 
' 

with internal control procedures. 

cost Corn paribility Handbook 

The CCH should be modified to include comparability cost adjustments for 
differences between private firms and public depots in accruing and expensing 

- 
~, 

retiree health benefits. 

Adjustments should be made to the CCH guidance to equalize depreciation and , 

asset capitalization practices between the public and private sectors. 'I 

The CCH should preclude public maintenance depots from making accounting . I. , - , 
changes during performance of contracts without documenting the con impact to 
the contract and obtaining written approval from the contracting officer. 

The CCH should require that public maintenance depot estimates be based on , 
depot direct and indirect rates established for budget purposes with proposed 
adjustments documented. 

Training in executing comparability adjustments should be provided to ; L' 
appropriate depot and procuring activity p e n o ~ c l ,  if public vs private 
competition is reinstituted. 



Coopers 81 Lybrand L.L.P. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
RT-524/524A RECEIVER-TRANSMITTER 

CASE STUDY 

RFP DAAB07-91-R-G514 - was issued in June 1991 by the U.S. Army 
Communications-Electronics Command (CECOM) to approximately fifty firms and Tobyhanna 
Army Depot (TOAD) for the FY92-FY95 RT-5241524A receiver-transmitter overhaul program. 
TOAD was the Army's exclusive repair depot for the RT-524 with over twenty five years of 
experience overhauling the system. TOAD would retain a core RT-524 workload regardless of 
the outcome of the competition. Fixed Pricei, including material, were required for the repair of 
1,000 units per year with an option for an additional 700 units per year. Award would be made 
to the lowest priced technically acceptable offer adjusted for transportation cost differentials. 
TOAD and four private f m s  submitted cost and technical proposals in July 1991. The depot 
was the second low offeror in the initial proposals. A best and final offer (BAFO) was requested 
in which TOAD displaced the private sector low offer by a margin less than 2%. 

CECOM announced the award to TOAD in September 1991 at a total evaluated price of 
$15.2M for the four year effort. In making its selection, CECOM chose to waive the use of cost 
comparability factors for this solicitation, stating that there was not enough time to validate the 
factors. CECOM did sign a cost comparability certificate on 21 September 1991 stating that 
comparable estimates of all direct and indirect costs had been received and evaluated. We did 
not attempt to determine what the adjustments would have been had cost comparability not been 
waived.' 

The RT-524 agreement was successfully performed by TOAD in FY 1992 and FY 1993 at 
minimum quantities or higher. FY 1994 quantities were reduced below the contract minimum in 
recognition of the Army's transition to a new radio, the Single Channel Ground and Airborne 
Radio System (SMCGARS). The FYI995 option was not to be exercised. In addition, only 
three core or non-contract radios were apparently repaired from FYI992 through FY1994; 
therefore, we could not compare incurred costs for the contract and non-contract radios. We 
were subsequently advised by CECOM that hundreds of RT-524 radios were repaired at TOAD 
during FY 1992 - FY 1994 as a part of the VRC-46 configuration and the VRC-12 family. Even 
though the competitive price offered savings of between $500-900/unit, neither TOAD nor 
CECOM tried to apply the processes or the prices proposed in the competition to 
noncompetitive units. From the depot's point of view, the competition was a separate event 
fiom its assigned business with the embedded units differing from those subject to competition, 

1 The RT-524 proposal was submitted on July 22, 1991. At the time when the proposal for the RT-524 was 
submitted, the U.S. Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) and the A m y  Material Command (AMC) did not 
allocate cost applicable to their operation to TOAD. Since TOAD used its actual rate to project indirect costs, an 
amount for home ofice (DESCOM & AMC) was not reflected in the estimated indirect cost rates for the RT-524 
cost proposal. 



The net operating result (NOR), which represents the difference between revenues and 
costs, reported by TOAD for the RT-524 agreement averaged a plus five percent per year. 
However, we believe the depot's NOR is overstated based on the depot's recording of forward 
pricing rates in its accounts which were never adjusted for actual indirect costs incurred. 

Material cost estimating for RT-524 repairs ultimately decided the winner. All material 
was to be contractor furnished (CFM); however, the costs for material designated as "mandatory 
replacement items" which exceeded the national stock number prices for the items used as the 
basis for the BAFO would be paid by the government. The impact of this reimbursable 
was significant. Material costs totaling S1.8M were handled as reimbwsables and added about 
$520 to TOAD's average unit price of $2208: Discussions with the CECOM contracting officer 
indicate that it was clearly the government's intention to provide this cost reimbursement feature; 
nevertheIess, we believe the solicitation and discussions held during the competition were not 
clear that price increases for mandatory replacement items would be paid by the government 
While we could not detennine if other offerors interpreted material pricing requirements 
differently than TOAD, we did observe that the proposed material prices varied widely among 
the competitors. Material price estimates for the BAFO ranged from TOAD's S7.OM to the 
second low offeror's estimate of S8.4M to the high cost material proposal of S15.IM. The 
government's material estimate was S9.9M. 

CECOM's election to waive cost comparability handbook provisions may have affected 
source selection given the closeness of the competition. Discussions with the contracting officer 
indicated the cost comparability handbook provisions were optional in FY 1991. To the best of 
our knowledge, wst comparability adjustments could have been applied. 

timeliness and high quality of TOAD's performance of the RT-524 contract is - 

imp*ive. The depot's management of material ordering, use and costs throuo,hout the contract 
excellent. TOAD's estimating procedures were thorough and were the best of the public- 

depot's reviewed. 

TOAD has the necessary systems in place to capture direct costs applicable to final cost 
objectives. TOAD has an indirect cost structure which identifies all indirect costs by element of 
cost. Indirect wsts are segregated by expense pools and are allocated to final cost objectives 
based on direct labor hours. 

Based on our observations, there is a need to place additional emphasis in the direct labor . 
timekeeping system. We noted that the plating cost center is essentially recording direct labor 
hours based on the standard time established for the specific operation. While the calibration 
cost center claims to be on a red time basis where the employee (or supervisor) clocks on and off 
the job, it is apparent that the timekeeping system is driven by the amount of time shown in the 
standard. Accordingly, we believe TOAD needs to address internal control weaknesses in direct 
labor charging. 

TOAD's application of fonvard pricing rates for both direct labor and indirect costs to 
record job order costs incurred on competitive awards restricts management's ability to properly 
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perform program analysis. It also results in misleading and inaccurate financial reporting. 
Utilizing forward pricing rates to record incurred costs on the RT-524 program resulted in an 
understatement of at least $858,000 on this award. consequently, other programs are absorbing 
these costs. 

TOAD's use of predetermined labor and indirect cost rates, on noncompetitive awards, 
constitutes a reasonable method of computing direct labor dollars and allocating indirect costs 
during the course of the fiscal year. However, these rates should be adjusted to actuals at the end 
of each fiscal year. TOAD's current practice of not adjusting to actuals at the job cost level can 
result in distorted financial data by job order. Also, the fact that actuals are never shown on the 
job cost ledger may result in a lack of an incentive to monitor and adjust predetermined rates ' 
during the course of the fiscal 

und the estimating practices to be based on current data at the time of submittal. 
C& an y pricing data were well documented. Estimated labor hours wqe supported by detail 
~ t i o n s .  We considered the estimating practices and techniques to compare favorably With 
private industry. 



INTRODUCTION 

Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) participated in four publidprivate competitions &om 
FY 1991 to FY 1993. The depot won two competitions, one for the overhaul of the RT-524/524A . 

receiver-transmitter and one for the repair of 28 Signal Source items in FSC 6625 for the U.S. 
Air Force.' Post-award performance for the signal source competition could not be evaluated 
since TOAD had not proceeded beyond first article approval as of August 1994. The RT-524 
program, in contrast, has produced 3,509 finished units and was the program evaluated. 

w 

RFP DAAB07-91-R-G514 was issued by the U.S. Army Communications-Electronics 
Command (CECOM) to approximately fifty firms and TOAD for the FY92-FY95 RT-524 
0verhau1'~ro~ra.m. The RFP was an indefinite delivery indefinite quantity requirement for 1,000 
minimum units per year, a maximum of 1,700 units per year, and an annual submissitn of 
Integrated Logistics Suppon (ILS) documentation. Price was evaluated on the basis of 
overhauling the maximum quantity of radios and the ILS documentation each year for four years. 
Technical proposals were required covering Production Plans, Depot Supply Operations, 
Electronic Maintenance Background, Personnel Requirements, QA, Parts Control, 
ManagementProject Structure and Key Personnel. Competitors had to be judged as technically 
acceptable in each factor to be qualified for award. Award would be made to the lowest priced, 
technically acceptable offeror adjusted for transportation cost differentials. The transportation 
evaluation factor was clearly addressed in Section M of the RFP, covering the cost of 
transporting 141 units per month from the supply point (TOAD) to the overhaul point. TOAD'S 
adjustment would be zero. 

The solicitation was issued on 20 June 1991 with an original closing date of 21 July 
1991. Questions raised by potential competitors were answered by CECOM ir, writing on 15 
July 1994. The closing date was extended to July 29th at which time four private companies and 
TOAD responded. TOAD was the second low offeror after initial offers. 

The technical and price evaluations of the initial offers were conducted by separate teams 
and completed by 12 August 1991. Technical issues which required discussions were identified 
and all five offerors were declared as being susceptible to being made acceptable. At this point, 
however, two offerors were judged to be not technically acceptable without clarification of, 
and/or amendment to, some of their technical factors. Formal technical discussions commenced 
with the five offerors in writing on 15 August with responses due by 21 August 199 1. Best and 
Final Offers (BAFOs) were not requested at this time. Revised price proposals were required if 
the offerors' technical revisions affected price. TOAD was still the second low offeror at this 
point in time; however, the margin had shrunk to S9.5K. In addition, one company was removed 
from the competitive range. 

2 TOAD also participated in five public/public competitions for the workload being reassigned as a result of 
the announced closure of Sacramento A n y  Depot. TOAD won four of the five. 



BAFO's were requested from the four rem&ning offerors on 26 August and received in 
September 1991. Only TOAD changed its price, reducing its final offer by some $325,652 
which TOAD said represented a 2% reduction in material costs. In this manner, TOAD's BAFO 
displaced the next low offeror. Ironically, the former low offeror said it believed that material 
costs were essentially fixed and chose not to revise its pricing offer in the BAFO. The award to 
TOAD was announced on 25 September 1991. Unsuccessful offerors were also notified by letter 
on the 25th. 

The contract was successllly performed'by TOAD for FY 1992 and FY 1993 at minimum 
quantities or higher. FYI994 quantities were reduced below the contract minimum in 
recognition of the Army's transition to a new radio, the Single Channel Ground and Airborne " 
Radio System (SMCGARS). The FYI995 option was not to be exercised. In addition, no 
non-contract radios were produced in volume; therefore, we could not compare incucfed costs for 
the contract radios against those being overhauled as core workload. 

SCOPE 

The purpose of our review was to determine if TOAD's estimating and cost accounting 
systems provided a level playing field for the RT-524 public/private competition and whether or 
not Cost Comparability Handbook adjustments were appropriately applied. We also reviewed 
the depot's compliance with Cost Accounting Standards and the accuracy of its system for 
allocating and recording costs to the RT-524 program. 

The scope of our review included a tour of the facility and an on-site review of 
timekeeping practices in two cost centers. We reviewed the RT-524 solicitation and proposal 
files, the depot's price proposal file supporting the Standard Form 141 l's, and its job cost 
accounting system. We also analyzed the depot's indirect costing rates used for forward pricing, 
the depot's predetermined indirect costing rates applicable to fiscal year 1993 and the actual costs 
incurred on the RT-524 award. In addition, we reviewed the methods used to price and track 
material for RT-524 repairs and the estimating process used by the depot. 

CECOM's source selection files, including technical and cost proposals and evaluations 
were made available for our review to assist us in determining how material costs were handled 
by the competitors and to follow the give and take of the negotiation process is this very close 
competition. While at CECOM, discussions were also held regarding the apparent absence of 
core RT-524 workload after contract award. 



JOB COST LEDGER 

The job cost ledger shows total direct and indirect costs for each job number. For the 
most part, direct labor hours are based on the real time each employee charges to a specific job 
order number. To amve at direct labor dollars, TOAD uses a predetermined average hourly 
labor rate for each cost center. This average rate is based on the weighted labor rates for each 
labor skill level within each cost center at the beginning of each year adjusted for anticipated 
wage increases. If the average cost center hourly labor rate gets out of kilter during the fiscal 
year, TOAD will adjust the rate. Assuming that the p r e d m e d  average hourly labor rate 
remains fairly close to the actual average hourly labor rate, no adjustments are &e. Also, 
TOAD does not adjust to actuals at the end of the fiscal year. Accordingly, the amount shown as 
direct labor dollars on the job cost ledger is never the actual amount. 

Indirect cost rates for each of the four indirect cost pools are also based on predetermined 
rates. Similarly, these rates will get adjusted if significant changes take place during the fiscal 
year. However, the £inal predetexmined rate for the fiscal year is what finally gets applied. 
Accordingly, the final amounts shown for indirect costs on the job cost ledger do not reflect total 
actual expenses. However, if appropriate adjustments are made during the fiscal year, the final 
amounts should be close to actuals. 

For competitive awards, TOAD records direct labor hours in the same manner as 
non-competitive work, but deviates from its normal cost accounting practices by applying 
forward pricing rates (direct labor and indirect costing rates used in the price proposal ) to record 
costs incurred. The application of forward pricing rates in lieu of actual fiscal year rates, 
especially on procurements with options, can drastically understate or overstate actual costs. 
Consequently, TOAD management is not being properly advised as to profit or loss on specific 
job orders. For example, the RT-524 net operating results (NOR) shown in Figure 1 for FY 1992 
through FY 1994 show an average "profit" of about five percent per year. 

Figure 1 

Cost incurred for the three year program would have increas:d by approximately 
$858,000 had the depot's normal process for developing and applying labo, overhead and G&A 



rates been used rather than forward pricing rates or had the forward pricing rates been adjusted 
annually by actuals. 

LABOR HOUR TRACKING 

Engineering standards are developed for the items repaired and production tasks 
performed by TOAD and were used to develop the RT-524 price proposal. Actuals recorded by 
the workforce adhere very closely to t k  hours established in the standards. In our visits to two 
cost centers, it appeared that set hours were being reported back to management rather than the 
actual hours incwed to complete the task. In one center, the supenisor entered the hours the 
artisan was to perform in accordance with the standard hours specified. In the second cost 
center, the supervisor assigned hours which, for all intents and purposes, were not deviated fiom 
by the artisans. ' In the face of these two observations, it appears that hours reported as incurred 
are not actuals. 

COMPARISON OF COMPETITIVE VS. NON-COMPETITIVE 
RT-524 REPAIRS 

The competition resulted in a reduction of approximately 27% in the repair costs for the 
RT-524 series primarily through a change in statement of work which reduced the time to repair 
by about 8 hours per unit. The contract price was roughly $2175/unit in comparison to a 
noncompetitive repair price which averaged $3 1061unit in the FY 1992 time h e .  Based on 
these reduced prices, we expected to see the application of the competitive process and prices to 
TOAD'S core RT-524 workload. This was not the case and it became very clear that it was 
TOAD'S stated intention to keep the competitive work separate from its normally assigned 
~ork load .~  TOAD also advised us that there was no RT-524 repair volume of any significance 
beyond that- received under the contract. Only three RT-524 units were reportedly completed 
during the contract period at unit costs ranging from $3200 to $3600. (We were later advised by 
CECOM that TOAD routinely repaired between 400 and 600 RT-524's annually as part of the 
VRC-46 configuration (two RT-524's and an antenna) or as a part of the VRC-I2 family.) 

COST COMPARABILITY 

CECOM waived the use of cost comparability factors for this solicitation, stating that 
there was not enough time to validate the factors and that the extent of competition would ensure 

3 TOAD had set up a totally separate production line for the contract RT-524 radio repairs fiom : s core 

work. This concept was abandoned after the first contract year. 



the lowest cost was received. CECOM did sign a cost comparability certificate on 21 September 
1991 stating that comparable estimates of all direct and indirect costs had been received and 
evaluated. We did not attempt to estimate what the adjustments would have been had cost 
comparability not been waived. We did note that when the RT-524 proposal was submitted, the 
U.S. Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) and the Army Material Command (AMC) did 
not allocate costs applicable to their operations to TOAD. Since TOAD used its actual rate to 
project indirect costs in the proposal, an amount for home office @ESCOM and AMC) was not 
reflected in the estimated indirect cost rates for the RT-524 proposal. We also noted tbat the 
price difference between TOAD and the next low offeror was less than two percent. 

MATERIAL 

Material cost estimating swung the competition in TOADf s favor. In fact, it is unusual 
that material costs, which represent about 47% of TOAD's contract repair price, would not be 
provided as government furnished to remove the risk associated with occurrence factors and 
price adjustments. 

CECOM did, however, remove most of the out-year price adjustment risks by stipulating 
that costs incurred over and above the standard unit prices for material identified as "mandatory 
replacement items" in the soIicitation would be reimbursed by the government. During our 
review, we did not realize this feature was in the RFP until we saw a modification to the 
agreement after award to provide TOAD with a mechanism to which to charge extra material 
costs. We could not determine if the competition interpreted the handling of price increases for 
mandatory replacement items in the same manner as TOAD and CECOM. Nevertheless, the 
material costs estimates differed widely by the competitors, ranging from $7.OM for TOAD to 
68.4M for the next low offeror to $15.1M for the highest material cost proposal, an amount 
almost the equal of TOAD's price for the entire RT-524 effort. 

In execution, TOAD's control of material costs is impressive as shown in Figure 2. 
Extra wsts for mandatory replacement items are contained in Figure 3. 

Figure 2 



Figure 3 

We researched material records thoroughly to insure the material costs charged as extra 
only represented price increases for mandatory replacement items. 

COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CAS) 

TOTALS 

$1,834,525 

3,509 

$523 

We briefly reviewed the CAS Board Disclosure Statement that was prepked by 
DESCOM. As might be expected, DESCOM did not have the same understanding of CAS that 
would be required of a private firm. With respect to the 19 Cost Accounting Standards, there are 
several potential non-compliance issues which we have listed in Appendix A. 

EXTRA MATL 
COSTS 
UNITS 
WORKED 
EXTRA/LMIT 

CONCLUSIONS 

FY 1993 

$899,965 

1,700 
$529 

FY1992 

$549,628 

1,000 

$550 

The RT-524 Radio Repair Competition was indeed competitive. In this competition, 
TOAD may have been provided competitive advantage by material pricing provisions of the 
solicitation and the decision to not apply cost comparability factors to the TOAD offer. 

FYI994 

$384,932 

809 
$476 

&TOAD'S approach to the competition was thorough, professional and well document*. 
G k -  Its estmating practices compare favorably with private industry. In performance, TOAD 

personn81 demonstrated an excellent understanding of cost accounting. The depot's a c c o e g  
system was generally responsive to management needs. 

To the extent that pre-determined rates or cost estimates are recorded, without being 
updated based on actuals, recorded and reported costs were misleading on the RT-524 program, 
hith cost of performance understated by at least $858,000. 

A weakness also exists where employees are recording standards vice actual hours on 
timesheets. Emphasis should be placed on this observation since most standards are based on 
professional estimates not engineering studies, thus potentially subject to error. 



COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CAS) ISSUES 

Potential CAS non-compliance issues at Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) are identified as 
follows: - ISSUE 

40 1 -Consistency in estimating TOAD accumulates costs on competitive 
accumulating and re$rting costs. awards based on proposed rates. 

403 -- Allocation of home office Currently, the home office allocation is based 
expenses to segments. on an overall allocation. CAS 403 requires the 

identification of expenses for direct allocation 
to the maximum extent possible. 

407 - Use of standard costs for TOAD'S use of a predetermined average hourly 
direct material and labor. labor rate for each cost center is a form of 

standard costing. TOAD does not account for 
related variances at the level of production 
unit. 

410 - Allocation of business unit Under this standard, cost imput is the preferred 
general and administrative allocation base. Currently, TOAD uses direct 
expenses to final cost objectives. labor hours as  an allocation base. A private 

fm would be required to demonstrate and 
support use of a single element base. 

420 - Accounting for independent Currently the TOAD accounts for bid and 
research and development (IR&D) 2roposal costs by separate job numbers. 
costs and bid and proposal costs. Presumably, no IR&D costs are i n c d '  

TOAD does not allocate indirect costs to bid 
and proposal labor as required by this standard. 

Appendix A 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
3488 TANK RETRIEVER TRANSMISSION AND FIND DRIVES 

CASE STUDY 

Coopers & Lybrand reviewed the Anniston Army Depot's participation in the public 
krersus private competition program. The Depot was selected by the Department of the A m y  to 
compete on two maintenance contracts. the M88 Tank Retriever transmission and final drives, 
and was the successful offeror on both. 

The objective of our study was to evaluate the depot's estimating process, the integrity of 
its accounting system and related internal controls. A corollary objective was to compare their 
xtirnating and accounting practices with those in industry, noting regulatory aid other 
differences that might impact the competition program. In addition, we were asked to provide 
obsewations regarding the source selection process. 

The depot was inadvertently provided certain unfair advantages at the very start of the 
source selection process. These advantages had the potential to seriously compromise the 
competition and undermine its fairness in the eyes of observers. We do not believe, however, 
that they impacted the integrity of the source selection. The Depot inappropriately received 
advance notification of the programs to be competed thus permitting it more time over its 
qompetitors to plan its strategy and prepare its proposal estimates. In addition, the Request For 
Quotations (RFQ) statement of work for the trammission contained ambiguties that resulted in 
significant disparities between the depot and its private competitor in the estimated costs for 
material. The ambiguity dealt with whether certain transmission parts should be replaced with 
new or refurbished materials. The depot offered refurbished parts; the private competitor, whose 
material estimate was seven times larger, offered new parts. This issue was not clarified during 
negotiations. In this case we do not believe these issues had a material impact on the source 
seiection. However. they have the potential of directly impacting the real and perceived fairness 
of rhe competition. They also could invite protests, which would delay performance and increase 
costs. 

The realization that costs will be absorbed by other programs, coupled with the d e s k  a 
keep work in house, provide ADniston with incentives to pnderstate proposal estimates. The 
Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) reviews of the initial proposal submissions disclosed 
significant understated costs. DCAA recommended and Amiston concurred in adjustments 
which resulted in increases to proposal estimates. The increases nearly doubled the initially 
proposed overhead. DCAA didnot comment on labor hours, since this was not in their area of 
expertise, but our study disclosed that proposed hours were more than 50 percent lower than 
prior history on identical or similar maintenance projects. The magnitude of such productivity 
gains are generally unheard of within private industry. If accurately recorded, actual hours on the 
transmission and final drive would substantially exceed proposed hours. 



The skill and experience of depot personnel preparing h: cost estimates were 
considerabiy below that of their private industry counterpa-ts. Their knc wledge of FAR, CAS 
and proposal preparation techniques was deficient. As a consequence, substantive errors and 
s i p  ficanr C AS noncompliances were detected and reported by DCAA. 

The depot's timekeeping and labor charging systems are unreiiable. Employees do not 
validate their time charges. Supervisors, who enter time charges for employees, are subjected to 
performance appraisals related to work efficiency or achieving standards. Based on our 
observations, it appears that meeting standards take precedence over charging accuracy. The 
,&charging on the programs reviewed was widespread. As a minimum, new internal controls 
need to be established over timekeeping, supervisors have to be trained on proper timekeeping 
practices, and comprehensive floor check audits need to be instituted to detect and report 
rnischarging . 

The depot's overhead structure is sound. With the exception of building depreciation, we 
found no substantial costs missing from overhead pools, and we believe the basis for charging 
costs to specific pools was reasonable. However, the practice of allocating all indirect costs to 
projects on a direct labor hour base significantly distorts costs. lhis occurs because of the 
substantial material content of depot maintenance workload. The exclusion of such costs &om 
overhead distribution bases leaves little assurance that accurare job costing is being 
accomplished. 

Depots are subject to the CAS standards contained in DoD 7220.9M, the DoD accounting 
manual. These standards are less stringent than those imposed on industry. For example, CAS 
404 and 409, dealing with depreciation, and promulgated by the Cost Accounting Standards 
Board, are treated differently in DoD 7220.9M. This permits depots greater latitude in 
determining the capitalized value of assets, useful lives and residual values. 

Depots are not required to submit disclosure statements uhich allows them to effect 
accounting changes during contract performance. This can mask contract overmns. Industry 
competitors are prevented from making such changes without submitting cost impact studies and 
effecting appropriate contract adjustments. 

DCAA audit reviews and our study noted numerous CAS noncompliances. The 
noncompliances with CAS 401, 410 and 41 8 , ail of which are part of DoD 7220.9M, dealt with 
how the depot estimated and accumulated costs. These violations occur because the depot does 
not appear to have personnel knowledgeable with CAS, which in tum is not an integral part of 
the Depot's accounting regimen. , b y  Regulation 37, the Depot's accounting "guidebook", does 
not delineate the standards as does the FAR or DoD 7220.9M. 



The AMiston Amy Depot dates back to 1942 when it first operated as an ordnance 
depot. In 1952 it was selected to perfom a maintenance mission and eventually evolved to the 
U.S. b y ' s  major facility for the maintenance and rebuild of tanks and other heavy armored 
vehicles. 

In 1992 the Depot became a major participant in public versus private competition and 
was successful in winning competitions on two programs previously performed at the depot as 
part of its normal "core" maintenance mission. The two successful competitions were the M-88 
Transmissions and Final Drives. The total value of the Firm Fixed Price portions of the awards 
amounted to approximately $1.4 million. Related cost reimbursable work for "over and above" 
cffort totaled approximately $442 thousand. 

The M-88 transmission work is complete while the final drive is nearly complete. Of the 
172 final drives under the contract 132 are finished while an additional 28 are in process as of 
August 1, 1994. The proposed versus the recorded incurred costs for the fixed price portion of 
the transmission are: 

ProDosed Incurred 
Direct Labor S 288,107 S 298,217 
Material 355,767 369,962 
Indirect Costs 412.656 429.361 
Total c o s t  s1.01.6.530 3;1.097.540 

For the f ~ e d  portion of the final drive proposed versus recorded incurred costs through 
.August 1. 1994 are: 

ProDosed Lncurred 
Direct Labor $ 83,857 S 99,045 
Material 114,148 57,804 
indirect 127.529 139.564 
Total Cost S325.534 . 2&&u 

c. 

While this data would indicate reasonable performance, because of cost mischarging it is 
misrepresentative of actual performance. 

The depot also participated in a public vs. public competition after the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission directed the closure of the Sacramento Army Depot. It was decided 
that the Sacramento h y  Depot workload would be distributed based on competitions between 
the Air Force's Sacramento Air Logistics Center and five Army depots. The Anniston Army 
Depot was the unsuccessful bidder on the Electro Optics Night Vision portion of the maintenance 
work previousiy conducted at the Sacramento Army Depot. 



The objective of our case study was to evaluate the depot in the following areas: 

1. Proposal cost realism and how effectively the depot implemented the Con 
Comparability Handbook (CCH). 

3 &. Integrity of its accounting system and adequacy of its related internal controls. 

A corollary objective was to obswve and contrast the depot's estimating and accounting 
practices with those in operation within industry, noting regulatory or other differences that 
might impact the objectivity of public versus. private competitions. Finally, we were asked to 
comment on our observations on the source selection process. 

SOURCE SELECTION 

If the concept of "fairness" on public versus private competitions is to be achieved, it is 
imperative that care be exercised to ensure that public and private competitors are treated equally 
in the source selection process. Although we do not believe that the integrity of the selection 
process was compromised. we noted that the Anniston Army Depot was provided an unfair 
advantage by receiving advance notification of the programs to be competed. We also noted that 
certain ambiguities in the RFQ work statement had the potential of placing the depot at an 
advantage over its private competitor on the m m i s s i o n  program. 

Discussions with depot representatives disclosed that the depot was given advance 
notification of the items to be competed thus possibly giving them an unfair advantage over their 
industry competitor by allowkg them more ,time to prepare for and then draft their proposal 
a e s .  The depot, thereiore, not only had the legitimate advantage of prior work experience 
on both the programs but had the added advantage of more time to develop a strategy and 
pepare its proposals. 

The depot was notified of the items to be competed by Depanment of the Army 
memorandum, subject: FY 1992 Depot Maintenance Competition, dated December' 16, 1991, 
which was about four to five months prior to their proposal submission dates of May 4, and June 
8, 1992. Industry competitors were not notified of the oppomtnities until they were published in 
the Commerce Business Daily on March 6 and April 8 of 1992. 

These were relatively small procurements thus time limitations were not as critical as 
they might have been if the proposal requirement was more complex. Nonetheless, if the 
concept of a "level playing field" is to be approached, it is imperative that all potential offerors 
be accorded equal treatment and be given the same amount of time to study the RFQ, develop 
strategy, and prepare estimates. Great care is normally taken in ensuring that private f m  are 
not provided advantages over others by publicly announcing requirements with infoxmation 
available simultaneously to all interested offerors. 



Our study disclosed ambiguities in the RFQ statement of work for the transmission that 
resulted in a significant disparity in offers between the depot and its private competitor. 
Although t&e ambiguity did not directly impact the selection process in that Anniston's offer 
;vould remain the lowest after adjusting for the ambiguity, it does impact the "fairness" issue of 
public versus private competitions. 

The RFQ statement of work specified that certain parts were to be replaced 100 percent 
on all transmissions and transmission containers received by the contractor. The depot's BAFO 
proposed that most of these mandatory replacement parts would be refurbished, cleatled and 
reused rather than replaced. The depot in its BAFO asserted that it had been repairing these 
mmiss ions  for several years and had the faciiities and equipment to do the necessary welding, 
machining, and metal finishing to recondition the parts. A reading of the work statement can 
!cad one to conclude that mandatory replacement meant purchasing new parts not refurbishing 
existing parts. 

'Ye contacted the responsible acquisition ofice to obtain more information as to how the 
2rivate competitor proposed these material parts. W e  were informed that the private competitor 
proposed all new parts and that its material cost element was seven times higher than the 
comparable depot material offer. The acquisition office representative also advised that the RFQ 
work statement does not specifically state that new parts be used to replace the mandatory 
replacement items. The representative also stated that the depot's offer was so low that any 
adjustment for material would not change the depot's status as low offeror. Further, even though 
the private competitor offered new parts on all mandatory items, it did not, according to the 
procurement representative, have the equipment necessary to refurbish parts. It should be noted, 
however. that many of the parts did not require special equipment to be refurbished. Some parts, 
according to our discussions with depot personnel, merely had to be tested and if satisfactory, 
cleaned and reused. This issue should have been addressed in discussions. 

PROPOSAL COST REALISM 

Study of the two M-88 proposals and related DCAA reports disclosed that the reliability 
of the depot cost estimates was far below those submitted by most private firms. The cost 
realism of the proposal estimates, its compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, and 
ihe quality of its supporting documentation were seriously flawed. This was evident from 
DCAA's reviews of both the M-88 Transmission and Final Drive proposals. The Agency 
concluded that the proposals were, "... not in compliance with the Cost Comparability Handbook, 
\+ith the applicable Cost Accounting Standards, and appropriate provisions of FAR". 
Furthermore, DCAA stated that the depot's supporting cost and pricing data were not adequate. 
The DCAA recommended and concurred in adjustments which resulted in increases to the depot 
proposals. indicating that the depot had sigruficantly underestimared costs. 



The DCAA similarly concluded that the depot submitted inadequate cosr and pricing data 
on the unsuccessful public versus public competition for the Sacramento Army Depot's Electro 
Optics Night Vision maintenance work. DCAA stated. however, that the proposal, as revised, 
was acceptable for evaluation by the Source Selection Evaluation Board. Equivalent DCAA 
audit opinjoxs on a private competitor's proposal would, if the contracting officer so elected, be - 

grounds for a resubmittal or disqualification for consideration for contract award. DCAA audit - 
findings as well as our own observations led us to conclude that the depot's cost estimates were 
significantly understated. 

DCAA did not take exception to proposed labor hours. The depot supposedly used Total 
Quality Management (TQM) and newly developed engineering standards to develop their labor 
hour estimates. Estimates, which as indicated below, represented substantive reductions fiom 
prior history on identical or similar-to maintenance work: 

Actual Labor Hours 
Per TEnit BAFO Proposed Percentage of 

lPea leet l2!kkmk 
Transmission 203.8 187.5 74.4 40% 
Final Drive 

Left * 73.7 
Right 78.1 69.8 28.6** 20% 

* No experience 

Left and Right combined 

A technical evaluation of the hours was supposedly performed by the acquisition activity; 
however, the results were not provided to DCAA or to the depot. DCAA qualified its report to 
the extent that additional recommended cost adjustments may result from the technical 
evaluation, which they never received. 

We attempted to review the TQM report on the final drive proposal but were informed 
that no report exisred. The only documentation available was a few scattered notes and papers 
maintained by one of the employees who participated in the study. Therefore, 'the depot's 
estimating rationale was not properly documented to support the sigruficant reduction in 
estimated horn. We obtained the current engineering stan&& for the final drive and compared 
the standards with hours proposed. We found that the current standards were 5 hours per unit 
higher than that proposed in the depot's BAFO. Depot personnel advised us the standards were 
developed subsequent to preparation of the proposals. If the new standards are indicative of 
eventual incurred hours, proposed hours will be overrun by 17 petcent. 

We compared proposed hours with those incurred to date, but, as subsequently discussed. 
the reliability of the depot's accounting system to accurately collect and record costs is highly 
suspect and render such comparisons practically meaningless. Although we cannot definitively 
detenni,le the amount of hours that should have been proposed, we suspect that the depot's 
estimated hours were significantly understated. The magnitude of the productivity 



improvements ... in excess of 50 percent ... are generally unheard of within private industry unless 
attributable to state-of-the-art technology breakthroughs. Since no such documented occurrences 
took place at Anniston, questions arise as to the credibility of the depot estimates. 

The depot used a hypothetical mid step of the applicable government wage grade scale or 
general scale to estimate labor dollars. D C U  took exception to the proposed labor rates and 
recommended a current actual labor rate per labor category by work center. This resulted in a 5 
percent increase to the depot's proposed labor costs. We believe DCAA's recommended increase 
was valid and appropriate. In private ind@, when bidding follow-on work, a d  labor 
averages are used since they are the best indication of what labor categories and skill levels will 
be used on the proposed work. 

DCAA found the depot's overhead to be significantly understated and recommended 
substantive increases in the depot's projected indirect expenses. The DCAA recommended 
increases nearly double the depot's proposed expenses. The following comparison depicts 
proposed and DCAA recommended rates. 

Per Direct W o r  Hour 
T- . . Final Drive 

DeDot D C A A '  neDot Q c u  
Within Shop S .54 S 4.08 $1.38 S 4.08 
Above Shop 5.01 10.90 Left 5.86 10.80 
Above Shop Right 4.85 10.80 
Base Operating Expenses 6.1 1 8.06 6.1 1 8.06 
General & Administrative .98 .98 .98 .98 

The differences were the result of the depot believing the CCH allowed them to eliminate 
indirect expenses and dzparunents which they felt did not directly benefit the proposed work. 
DCAA correctly noted that the proposal effort was not significantly different than work already 
king carried out as part of its "core" maintenance work. Such work historically has 'been 
burdened with full overhead. 

DCAA also cited the depot for being in noncompliance with CAS 401 and CAS 418. 
The CAS 401 violation resulted because the depot estimated proposed overhead differently fiom 
the methods used to accumulate and report costs under the proposed contracts. The CAS 418 
violation resulted because the depot did not include all indirect production expenses within its 
proposed overhead rates. We believe, aside from the obvious intent to reduce its prices, this 
understatement resulted partly because of the depot staffs unfamiliarity with CAS and overhead 
proposal computations. 

Our review of the DCAA audit repon on the public versus public competition for the 
Electro Optical Night Vision work disclosed a 315 Million error, wherein the depot inadvertently 
used an incorrect rnflation factor in computing comparability adjustments that resulted in a 30 
percent overstatement of proposed costs. This is mentioned since it confirms our observation 



hat the depot staff was inexperienced in proposal preparation. Xn enor of this magmtude should 
, we been detected during tinal review or through a parameter check of proposal reasonableness. 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

The depot's timekeeping and labor charging system are not reliable. Employees do not 
vaiidate how their time is charged, which is a serious i n d  control deficiency. Supervisors, 
who enter the time charges for employees, are subjected to certain performance appraisal 
standards and based on our observations, it appears that these standards take precedence over 
time charging accuracy. In other words, supervisors are motivated to charge employee time 
based on established standards rather than actual time worked. The motivation to do this is a 
desire to comply with performance appraisal standards which encourage work accomplishment at 
budgeted levels. The depot is aware of the time charging inaccuracies but had not yet been 
zuccessful in making improvements that eliminate or lessen the rnischarging. The DCAA, as 
part of its accounting system review, concluded that the depot's accounting system is madequate 
primarily because of the poor internal controls over timekeeping and labor charging. 

Our conclusions are based on review of the depot's timekeeping and labor cost recording 
practices. We focused on the competitively awarded fmal drive contract since work is still in 
process on this program. Discussions were conducted with supervisors and leadmen to determine 
(i) how competitive program parts are identified and kept separate from other work, (ii) how 
employee time is charged, and (iii) what limits, if any, are placed on labor charges to any given 
program- We also examined in detail one part. a component on the final drive program, to 
review accountability of parts after disassembly through the depot ro re-assembly. The part 
seiected was a baffle, NSN #2530-01-066-1788, which is machined identically (100 percent 
Depot Overhaul Factor) on each final drive. Each final drive requires one of these parts and al l  
must be replaced. These inquiries and reviews disciosed numerous cost recording and internal 
control deficiencies summarized as follows: 

Employees are uninvolved in attesting to the validity of where their time is 
charged. This is itself a serious internal controi deficiency that permits 
supervisory manipulation of time charging. 

Supervisors and leadmen in the shops are controlling labor charges to the program 
to meet standards. Once the total for standards is reached for parts in the shops, 
labor hours are mischarged to other work in the shops to avoid overmnning the 
standards. Specific examples of this were noted in four of the six work centers 
bisited. For example, daily production records in work center SELOO showed 
&at on June 2 1, 1994, thirty baffles were worked for the fulal drive competitive 
program. However, no labor hours were charged to the competitive program for 
this work "because standard hours had been exceeded and no more hours were 
available on the competitive program". We were informed that if supervisors 



overmn :,andarcis by more than 5 percent, they are required to submit witten 
justification. 'S'e were also informed that there is a critical element in each 
supervisors annual performance appraisals regarding accomplishment of 
production at (or near) standard. 

In one work center visited, two employees were observed disassembling a final 
drive (serial #2486) for the competitive program. One of the employees' time was 
appropriately charged to the program. The other employee's time was mischarged 
to depot organic work. 

Labor costs were transferred by leadmen or supervisors up to four weeks after 
original entry simply by keyboard entry to the Automated Time and Attendance 
Production System (ATAAPS). These transfers ,can and are made with no written 
documentation or rationale on record to suppon the entry. One of these transfers 
for 117 hours removed labor cost from the competitive final drive program. This 
transfer was made 3 weeks after the o r i g d  labor entry. No written procedures 
exist for this practice. Yo criteria as to when such transfers should be 
accomplished were available. 

There is ekidence of codusion at the depot as to when to charge the cost 
reimbursement portion of the competitive final drive program versus the fixed 
price portion. Work center SEEOO, Metalizing and Machining Branch, for 
example, refurbishes the baffle. Since the work on each baffle is the same and all 
must be reworked and replaced. the labor hours are appropriately charged to the 
fked price portion of the contract. The contract requires 172 of the baffles. 
Through June 10, 1994, 1 7 1 were completed (production count taken). However, 
the labor hours for 69 of these baffles were mixbarged to the cost type part of the 
contract. Labor for the other 102 baffles was appropriately charged to the fixed 
price part of the contract. 

s A rnischarging of material costs on this same baffle also took place. Twenty 
baffles were purchased and mischarged to the cost type pomon of the contract. 
T i e  did not permit a more comprehensive review of the depot's material 
accounting practices. This one indication, however, may be representative of 
other material cost mischarging. 

• Two organizations at the depot, the Internal Review and Audit Compliance Office 
and the Program Budget Branch conduct floorchecks at the depot. These 
floorchecks have been largely ineffective. Over three hundred employees at the 

' depot were floorchecked in the third quarter of FY 1994. Only four mischarges 
were noted. V e  attribute the misleading results of these floorchecks to the use of 
less than comprehensive audit techniques. 



OVERXEAD COSTING W RELATED INTERNAL CONTROLS 

Our study concluded that the depot's overhead structure is sound, all costs are assigned to 
appropriate pools and the indirect rates are properly updated. However, we do not believe that 
direct labor hours are an appropriate base to allocate material costs. Similarly, the use of a labor 
hour base to allocate all indirect costs would not k allowed in private industry and would 
constitute a violation of CAS 4 10 and CAS 41 8. 

The depot's overhead stmcture follows the guidelines prescribed in Army Regulation 
37-1. We examined, in detail, how costs flow fiom work centers to specific pools of cost 
associated with depot maintenance and ammunition activities and result in four rates applied to 
specific programs. We believe the design of the overhead rate structure is appropriate and the 
flow of costs to overhead pools is well executed. 

We reviewed several overhead pools and work centers to determine if all costs are 
included. We also examined charges received from outside the depot operations (i.e., 
Headquarters Depot System Command (DESCOM), Army Material Command (AMC), and 
tenants) and charges the depot allocates to its tenants. With the exception of building 
depreciation and problems associated with depreciation calculations, as subsequently discussed, 
all indirect cost elements appear to be included in the relevant pools and when charged to a 
tenant, costs are properly excluded from the pools. We were not able to learn from depot 
representatives the basis for DESCOM and AVC allocations nor tenant charges to the depot such 
as those fiom the Defense Logistics Agency. 

The depot allocaes four within-shop overhead rates and three other indirect ram on a 
labor hour base. We do not believe this is an appropriate base to allocate all indLca am. 
Material costs. for example, represent a significant portion of direct depot costs (46% and 47% of 
the proposed transmission and final drive bids respectively). Allocation of material-driven costs 
on a direct labor hour base offers the opportunity for si-pificant cost distortion. Programs with 
high material and relatively low labor hours and labor costs would tend to be undercharged while 
projects with low material and high labor cost would be overcharged. 

Similarly, allocation of costs generated as a result of operating the depot as a whole, such 
as G&A and certain base operating costs, require an allocation base representing the total depot 
activity. The use of a direct labor hour base to allocate all indirect costs would not be allowed in 
private industry and such practices would constitute a violation of CAS 41 0 and CAS 41 8. 

Based upon our interviews and observations, the budget office develops sufficient data to 
. monitor overhead cost on a monthly basis. Every six months, the budget office reevaluates their 

annual overhead rates by incorporaring updated actual results, variance from prior projections 
and more recent forecasts for the rest of the year. These revised rates are substituted for the 
initial rates and job costs reflect the new rates. We believe the depot's current method of 



?~pdating their overhead rates is comparable to good privare industry practice and provides the 
oppormnity to closely monitor program costs. 

The depot intends to charge indirect costs at bid rates to not only the transmission and 
fmal drive programs but to all competitively awarded contracts. The cost records we examined 

. used actual rates but depot representatives said this was a mistake and the cost records would be 
adjusted to reflect bid rates. The reason for this practice, the depot representatives contend. is 
that DESCOM requires it and that the Cost Con~parability Handbook requirements prescribes 
actual cost charging at bid rates. We examined both assertions and found that DESCOM 
sidance is not clear while the depot's interpretation of CCH guidance is incorrect. The CCH's 
assemon that "rates and prices will be 'locked in"' refers to billing not costing practices. The use 
of bid rates for costing purposes represents a misinterpretation of the "consistency" prescription 
of CAS. This practice would be unacceptable in private industry, constitutes non-compliance 
uith CAS 401, and for the reimbursable programs. a violation of FAR for inaccurate costing of 
cost-type contracts. The depot's current practice of charging actual costs is correct; the proposed 
change would not be correct. 

DEPRECIATION 

Depreciation practices while consistent with prescribed DoD and Army Accounting 
manuals and regulations are, in some case, at varianct with depreciation practices within 
industry. The depot includes equipment depreciation in its various pools and the assignment to 
pools is reasonable. However, we noted that the depot does not include building depreciation 
costs or equivalent rental factors in its overhead pools or charges to its tenants. This is 
inconsistent with industry which records such costs to contxacts and must include such expenses 
in billings to tenant organizations. 

W have found numerous examples of depreciation practices that are inconsistent uith 
private industry. These include: 

In accordance with DoD guidelines, the depot capitalizes only those aisets valued 
over $25,000 in acquisition costs while it expenses all purchased assets under 
$25,000. This contrasts with the $1,500 ~ s h o l d  that private industry must 
follow to be consistent with CAS 404. Based on inteniews, we noted instances 
of computer system components being expensed because they were, individually, 
below the $25 thousand threshold but should have been capitalized since they 
were parts of a system exceeding $25 thousand. The depot does not currently 
have the ability to track this type of occurrence. 

a Also consistent with DoD policy, the depot. in FY 1991, reduced all asset useful 
lives to three categories of 20, 10, and 5 years. Previous useful life guidelines 
varied by federal asset code and ranged from a low of 4 years to a high of 30 



years. Pre-FY 1991 assets are still bei ~g depreciated based on their former usem 
lives. The new DoD policy prescribe,. urilization of a 10 year useful life for all 
equipment This policy is inconsistel *. with private industry practice. Private 
industry must follow CAS 409, which calls for asset lives to approximate actual 
periods of usefulness and as a result depreciation ranges V a N  significantly from a 
mandatory 10 year life. 

The Depot currently uses a zero residual value for all computer and equipment 
purchases. Depot representatives say they do not use a residual value because 
they have not received any guidance. Private industry, to comply with CAS 409, 
must determine residual values for each asset and such costs must be deducted 
from the capitalized value. 

In addition. the Army Audit Agency, in their financial audits of Anniston Army Depot 
financial statements, has consistently criticized the depot's methods and internal controls over 
depreciation calculations. 

Since depreciation charges represent substantial costs hithin all overhead rates, 
particularly the within-shop overhead rates, the absence of building depreciation, questionable 
depreciation practices and the inconsistent treatment of depreciation compared to industry makes 
heir overhead rates questionable. 

COST TRANSFERS 

GAO and h y  Audit Agency reviews in early 1994 disclosed that actual maintenance 
costs on programs at the depot could not be determined due to unsupported cost transfers. To 
correct this condition. the Commander issued a June 23, 1994 memorandum to the Director of 
Maintenance requiring documented rationale and support for all cost transfers and review and 
zpproval by the Internal Re~iew and Audit Compliance Office prior to entry of the cost transfer 
in the accounting records. 

Our own review confirmed that prior to June 1994 costs were transferred at thc depot 
with littie or no documentation. Material ksts, for example, wen transferred without 
identification of the parts that were being transferred. Our specific reviews of cost transfers 
affecting the competitive M-88 Transmission and final drive programs disclosed no discernible 
patterns or trends to indicate that cost transfers were used as a vehicle to control cost charging on 
the programs. Consistent with the Commandeis June 1994 memorandum, we noted a distinct 
improvement in rationale and data supporting cost transfers after the memorandum was issued. 



Based on our study, we concluded that certah source selections practices had the 
ptential for impacting the fairness and equity of the competitive programs. We also concluded 
that estimated and recorded costs on the programs were not reliable. Ln addition, we noted that 
differenr cost standards are applied to depots, and the depot's implementation of the CAS 
Standards contained in DoD 7220.9M was in need of significant improvement. The major 
problems associated wiih the public versus private competition are summarized as follows: 

• The depot was inadvertently provided advance notification of the programs to be 
competed. 

-4mbiguities in the RFQ work statement resulted in disparities between the 
material estimates submitted by the depot and those by its industry competitor. 
While this ambiguity that did not compromise the competition, it certainly had the 
potential to impact the fairness of the source selection. 

The absence of economic risks plus incentives to maintain workload and preserve 
jobs combined to provide sufficient impetus to significantly understate proposal 
estimates. A documented estimating process should be established, followed and 
tested periodically. 

Depot personnel do not possess the skills and experience levels on FAR principles 
and proposal preparation techniques comparable to its industry counterparts. 

• Both proposal estimates and incurred costs are not prepared andl or recorded in 
accordance with the CAS standards contained in DoD 7220.9M. 

Depot internal controls are not effective. Labor charging and the allocation of 
costs must be improved and disciplined. ' 

• The depot does not include building depreciation costs or equivalent rerrtal factors 
in its overhead pools or charges to its tenant. In industry such expenses would be 
recorded to conkcts and billed to fenants. 

e 

• The depot allocates overhead based on a direct labor hour. This may not be the 
most appropriate and accurate method for assigning costs to contracts and 
programs. 

The depot accounting system is adequate to permit the proper accounting for costs 
by program or project. The problems observed relate to procedures, practices and 
the absence of effective internal controls. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . 

5-52 ENGINE COMPETITION CASE STUDY 

In May 1992, a portion of the J-52 depot level maintenance work n o d y  performed by 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Jacksonville was opened to public and private sector competition. 
NADEP Jacksonville, Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center, and three private companies 
participated. The contxacting office, Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), selected a best 
value approach to source selection in which each of the three evaluation factors, Technical, 
Management and CostO"Pce, were given equal weight. A firm fixed price, indefinite delivery 
indefimte quantity contract was to be awarded for a base year and four option years. 

In developing the J-52 solicitation, NAVAIR took steps to level the playing field by 
providing. government furnished material. NAVAIR also attempted to eliminate much of the 
guess work on what to repair and how often to repair the engine and its systems and components.' 
NAVAIR also required a public sector winner tc operate under the same conditions as the private 
sector for such processes as material ordering and contract administration. 

NAVIUR awarded contract NO001 9-93-D-0 1 88 in August 1993 to NADEP Jacksonville 
after a .  extensive negotiation and evaluation period with three of the five offerors. Discussions 
with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer and the costiprice proposal team leader indicated 
that significant efforts were expended to insure the NADEP price proposal was realistic, including 
a DCAA audit designed to assist the contracting officer in determining the realism of the depot's 
offer. 

For the competition and subsequent contract, NADEP Jacksonville proposed to improve its 
operating efficiency fiom 75%-85% of its J-52 engine engineering standards to 95% and to reduce 
costs from about $6l/hour when the engines were repaired in the Engine Branch cost center to 
about $50/hour. (Production overhead costs would have to be reduced fiom about S29hur  to 
$14/hour to achieve the $50/hour rate which formed the h i s  for the contract prices.) We 
reviewed the estimating techniques used to develop each of these positions as well as the depot's 
ability to capture program costs and to perform within its contract prices. 

NADEP Jacksonville established a separate J-52 cost center for the competition. The 
establishment of the J-52 cost center (Code 990) was an estimating technique to reduce the amount 
of total estimated production overhead on the contract. This was accomplished by maximizing the 
number of direct labor hours .assigned to the center to spread overhead costs, reduce hourly rates . 

and significantly reduce the expenses allocated to the J-52 con center itself. For example, the J-52 
engine program averaged about 155,250 direct labor hours per year in FYI992 and FY1993; 
however, we noted that the depot proposed a base of 340,700 hours to allocate production 
I The competitors were to propose fum f ~ ~ t e d  prices to provide basic services for tach engine such as open, 
inspect and report, reassembly and final testing. Basic services represented about 25% of the total repair effort. The 
bulk of the repair requirements were contained in a line item entitled "Fixed Price Over and Above," which required 
individual fum futed prices for some 330 different repair actions. Items outside the scope of basic senices and futed 
priced over and above were proposed at a fixed hourly rate. 



overfiead costs in the base year of the contract. (The depot combined its J-52 component repair 
workload m g e d  by the Navy's Aviation Supply Office with the J-52 engine program to achieve 
this broad direc * labor hour base.) In addition, we found that the production overhead costs 
assigned to the J -52 cost center were 50% less than those assigned to its former organization, the 
Engine Branch, even though hours incurred in the Engine Branch were less than the J-52 p r o w  . 

Our review indicates the sigmficant cost savings offered under the contract were not being 
achieved during contract performance in FY1994. We sampled six of the 34 engines shipped in - 

FYI994 and found costs for basic services (CLNs 0001-0004) to be over 5OO/o higher than . 

contract prices. Labor hours incurred in excess of those estimated accounted for over 70% of the 
sample's ovemm, pard y because of production delays caused by the ordering system the depot was 
required to use for government furnished material (GFM). In addition, the quantities under the 
contract were dramatically reduced with A d  aircraft requirements declining. Lncrtases in the 
G&A rate of about $5/hour accounted for almost all of the remaining extra costs apparently 
because the direct labor' hours to be assigned by NAVAIR in FY1994, the basis for the depot's 
J-52 G&A rate, did not materialize. Lastly, we noted the depot was not accurately recording costs 
for fixed price over and above work, the largest podon of the contract, due to programming 
problems.2 

In contrast, the overhead rate observed from the engine sample did not differ substantially 
fiom the proposed rate of S14.12mour. In addition, the command was pursuing an aggressive 
program to reduce overhead costs the last four years. During this period, NADEP Jacksonville has 
reduced its command-wide production overhead rate fkom S27.90hour in FYI991 to a reported 

4 

$1 7.23hour in FY 1994. 

It is interesting to note that NADEP Jacksonville did not submit a claim or request a price 
adjustment for schedule delays and quantity changes. Presuming that government delays and 
quantity changes were significant causes of cost increases, this is not the course of a&on we 
would expect from a private company. The fact is that the depot did not need to submit a claim 
since dl of its J-52 costs were being covered ffom one funding source or another. 

If, for example, a job bid as a pan of CLM 00 11 required a new set of 66 blades to be installed at a fixed 
price of 51000 per set , the program devised to assign these costs to a job order charged a !Xed price of Sl000 to 
each of the 66 blades being changed. 



INTRODUCTION 

We reviewed the estimating procedures and accounting practices used by the Naval 
Aviation Depot Jacksonville (NADEP JAX) in conjunction with the public and private 
competition for J-52 engine depot level maintenance. 

NADEP JAX has over twenty-five years of experience in repairing the J-52 engine used on 
the Navy's A-6 and EA6B aircraft and was selected as the Navy's single site for J-52 depot repairs 
in 199 1. In 1992, Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) opened a portion of NADEP JAXs 
J-52 work to public and private sector competition. NAVAIR selected a best value approach to 
source selection in which each of the three evaluation factors, Technical, Management and 
CostPrice, were given equal weight. A firm fixed price, indefinite delivery indefinite quantity 
contract was to be awarded for a base year and four option years. NADEP JAX, Oklahoma City 
Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC), and three private companies competed. 

In discussions with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer and the cost/price 
evaluation team leader, we were advised that three of the five original competitors made it into the 
competitive range and submitted best and final offers (BAFOs) in July 1993. NADEP JAX won 
the competition and was awarded Contract N0019-93-D-0188 on 24 August 1993. The total 
evaluated contract price based on estimated and expected quantities plus over-and-above items is 
in excess of $27 million for the base year and four option years. From NAVAIR's viewpoint, the 
award was made to the high technical, low price offeror. As an interesting aside, NADEP's 
technical proposal was not incorporated into the contract. In this manner, NAVAIR retained the 
RFP's statement of work at the prices proposed by NADEP JAX in its BAFO. In addition, the 
award was not converted into a defense intersewice maintenance agreement, but instead retained 
its FAR language and content. 

Shortly after award, the core engines retained by NADEP JAX which were not included in 
the competition were added to the contract so that customers could benefit from the cost savings 
offered by the contract and the depot would not have to manage the same product differently. This 
modification was propitious since the A d  aircraft requirements were subsequently reduced 
causing a reduction in maintenance requirements for the J-52 engine. Had the core J-52 workload 
not been moved under the contract, it is questionable whether or not contract minimums could 
have been met. 

The contract requirement to use the Contractor Aviation Materiial Management System 
(CAMMS) to order and track material instead of the depot's normal system became a problem. 
Difficulties with tracking material under CAMMS proved severe enough to delay the first engine 
inductions until the second quarter. of FY1994 and to postpone the second quarteis inductions 
until the last day of the quarter. In essence, a stop work condition existed during the initial phase 
of the contract which was not rectified until the contract was modified to remove CAMMS. The 
depot did not submit a claim to compensate for costs incurred as a result of delay and disruption. 
This is not the course of action we would expect from a private contractor. 



SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The purpose of our revlcw was to evaluate NADEP JAXs ability to estimate costs. We 
also reviewed whether or not NADEP JAX is in compliance with the Cost Accounting Standards - 

(CAS), the cost principles set forth in Part 31 of the Federd Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and its 
compliance with the requirements included in the cost comparability handbook 

The scope of our review included a study of the structure of the J-52 solicitation and a 
review of NADEP JAX's cost proposals submitted in response to the solicitation, including the 
depot's use of engineering standards and its job cost accounting system. We analyzed the 
production overhead and general and administrative rates used for forward pricing and reviewed 
predetermined indirect costing rates applicable to the nine month period ending June 30, 1994. 
We toured the engine facilities and reviewed the depot's processes for developing labor standards; 
efficiency factors, and labor expense reporting. Cost comparability adjustments were reviewed, 
including a determination as to whether or not indirect costs included bid and proposal costs, home 
ofice expenses and other adjustments required in the cost comparability handbook. Bid and 
proposal costs were compared to the savings projected by the contract. Lastly, we reviewed the 
actual costs incuimd applicable to the six completed engine repairs under the contract. 

Source selection documentation and DCAA reports were not reviewed. However, 
telephone discussions with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer, the costfprice proposal 
team leader, the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) and other officials involved in contract 
administration provided us with the insight we needed to determine NAVAIR's reaction to and 
negotiations on NADEP JAX's proposal. In addition, we had extensive discussions with NADEP 
JAXs J-52 proposal team, the depot's business office, comptroller and cost center personnel 
involved in the competition andlor contract ~rformance and the Commanding Officer. These 
discussions were free and open and documentation was promptly made available. 

SOLICITATION 

NAVAIR attempted to structure the solicitation to level the playing field for the private 
and the public sectors. Material was to be provided as G W .  In addition, NAVAIR required 
offerors to use the Contractor Aviation Material Management System (CAMMS), a 
government-provided ordering and tracking system to acquire GFM. Also, the contract was to be 
assigned to the Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) for administration regardless 
of the winner. If a public depot won, it would not be business as usual. 

NAVAIR also tried to remove much of the risk associated with trying to estimate what 
components required repair and how often those repairs will be required by having the competitors 
propose prices in three distinct areas: Basic Fixed Price Items, Fixed Price Over and Above Items 
and Fixed Hourly Rates. Basic fixed price items cover those services to be provided that are 



standard such as: tear down and inspect, reassembly and final testing. Basic services were broken 
down into the following four contract line item numbers (CLINs): Minor Repairs (CLM 0001), 
Major Repairs (0002), P8C Conversion (0003) an,'- P408A Conversion (0004) which are 
surnmarited in Appendix (A). 

The effort associated with basic fixed price items involved only about 25% of the total 
repair effort- The bulk of the repair work is contained in CLM 001 1 for fixed price over and 
above npairs. CLIN 001 1 covers separate firm fixed prices for some 330 different repairs which 
may be required during the course of a maintenance action. In this manner, the competitors did 
not have to guess how many of the 330 items would be required for a typical major repair or how 
often they would occur for that matter. CLMs 0009 and 0010 for power plant changes and 
bulletins respectively were also included in the fixed price over and above category; however, the 
power plant changes to be covered were spelled out, and the handling of power plant bulletins was 
included in the price for basic fixed price items (CLINs 0001 - 0004). When a repair was required 
that was not defined in any of these CLM's, then the fixed labor hour rate contained in CLIN 0012 
would come into play for pricing the work. 

The structure of the over and above work required NADEP JAX to develop a unique 
automated system to track and allocate these costs. The system placed in service overstates costs 
associated with the over and above efforts. As we were advised, the system applied the cost to 
install a set of 66 blades to each individual blade. Program problems had not been corrected as of 
the end of our activity visit in early October 1994; therefore, we could not review actuals for the 
bulk of the contract work performed under the 5-52 engine contract. Private industry would, in our 
opinion. have corrected this programming problem as a high priority fix. Until this program 
problem is addressed, cost management cannot be achieved. 

LABOR HOUR ESTIMATES 

Labor hour estimates were derived fiom engineering standards tailored specifically to the 
requirements contained in the NAVAIR statement of work and factored by the depot's efficiency 
in performing within the hours contained in the standards. The efficiency factor -used in the 
proposal was developed by NADEP JAX after a J-52 engine process review was conducted under 
the depot's own repair specification. .The process review *resulted in a reported. efficiency of 
72.4%. This closely correlates with the415.12% historical efficiency on the J-52 engine program 
from third quarter FY91 to second quarter FY92. 

.4n indepth analysis of J-52 performance was then conducted by NADEP and new 
- efficiencies in processes were identified and incorporated into the master data records (MDRs) 

developed for the competition. The efficiency factor used by NADEP JAX in the best and final 
offer and accepted by NAVAIR was 95%, an increase of over 20% in efficiency in many cases 
from the depot's historical performance. We looked for these improvements in our sample of six 
engines completed in FY 1994. 



Figure 1 

'Note: Hours proposed are estimates derived by dividing the unit 
prices for each CLIN by the fmed hourly rate of $50.44. 

Actual hours exceeded estimates in the sample by 42%. Part of these additional hours 
were caused by the delays incurred as a result of GFM tracking difficulties experienced with 
CAMMS. Part of the added hours may have been because economies of scale were lost when 
quantities were reduced. At the end of September 1994, NADEP JAX had completed 34 engines 
instead of the 60 that were planned. 

COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

NADEP JAX maintains a job order system for both direct and indirect costs. To facilitate 
the costing of work and services performed, NADEP JAX has established some 30 cost centers 
which serve budgetary and cost control functions. In addition, NADEP JAX established a separate 

I J-52 con center (Code 990) for the purpose of estimating, collecting and allocating the production 
, overhead costs applicable to contract N00019-93-D-0188. Previously, the work was performed in L 

the Engine Branch cost center 961. The following cost centeis are principally involved in direct 
f engine repairs: a - 

96 1 Engine Branch 

962 Process Branch 

964 . Metal Fabrication Branch 

990 J-52 Division 



Materid components that can be readily identified to engine repairs or replacement parts arc direct 
charged to the benefiting job order number. Direct labor dollars that arc recorded on each job 
order number are based on employee real-time hours for the specific operation performed. The 
actual hours are then factored by the individual employee's actual labor rate plus fiinge benefits. 

COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CAS) 

While we did not perform a comprehensive CAS compliance review, we noted several 
non-compliance issues, the most notable of which involves CAS 401 which requires consistency 
in estimating, accumulating and reporting costs. NADEP JAX deviated fiom its normal method of 
allocating costs by establishing cost center 990 for the J-52 competition and using different 
techniques to assign costs. 

COST COMPARABILITY 

The Cost Comparability Handbook (CCH) dated 10 August 1993 was checked to see if the 
guidelines were followed by NADEP JAX in the preparation of the J-52 proposal. The items 
verified included the adjustments taken by the depot for Engineering and Other (Mobilization 
Planning, MotorPwWehicle Maintenance and Military Duty.) NADEP JAX's J-52 cost proposal 
adjustments were taken in accordance with the CCH; however, some of the required supporting 
documentation was not available. Cost comparability adjustments reduced the composite hourly 
rate by $.87/hour. NAVAIR's cost comparability adjustments were not reviewed. 

PRODUCTION OVERHEAD COSTS 

The establishment of cost center 990 for J-52 repairs by NADEP JAX was an estimating 
technique to reduce the amount of total estimated production overhead . on contract 
N00019-93-D-0188. This was accomplished by overestimating the annual number of J-52 direct 
labor hours and significantly reducing the amount of expenses allocated to J-52 cost center 990. 

NADEP JAX estimated 340,700 direct labor hours for J-52 cost center 990 for FY94 when 
the actual data supported 155,25 1 hours. (The actual direct labor hours for FY93 were in h e  with 
the actuals for FY92.) Based on NADEP JAX's experience a3 the single site for J-52 repairs for 
the Navy, there was no sound basis for projecting 200% of the required J-52 direct labor hours to 
develop cost center 990 indirect rates. Also, the amount of production overhead allocated on a 
direct hourly basis to the J-52 cost center is less than 50% of the amount allocated to the Engine 



Branch, cost center 96 1. Direct labor hours and production overhead for cost center ; 96 1 and 990 
for the nine month year-to-date period ended June 30, 1994 are: - 

Most of the apparent inequity in allocating production overhead involves tooling costs, 
depmiation expense, clean-up costs, power plant and plant services costs. We could understand 
that depreciation expense could vary based on the age of the equipment. However, if significant 
J-52 equipment is fully depreciated, we would expect increased plant services costs to keep the 
equipment in repair. However, for the nine months ended 30 June 1994, plant services cost for 

r 

cost center 990 was $266,439 whereas the amount allocated to cost center 961 was $891,586. We 
found it difficult to understand why the Engine Branch would be allocated approximately 300% 
more plant services costs when the total direct hours incurred are less than the J-52's. 

. 

Our conclusions on production overhead are contentious. Subsequent to our on-site 
review, NADEP JAX advised that the "extra direct labor hours" we observed in the make up of 
the J-52 cost center were fiom the 5-52 component repair program managed by Aviation Supply 
Office, Philadelphia, PA. The repair of engines and components is inseparable for the J-52 

I p r o w  from the depot's perspective and both programs were fully costed coming into the new 
cost center. Further, the cost center is allocated production overhead costs appropriately. In our 
plant services example, the depot points out that the J-52 product line occupies roughly 25% of 
the floor space in the engine facility; therefore. only gets 25% of the plant senices costs. The 
Engine Branch, quite properly, gets the rest. This methodology would not be acceptable under 
CAS for private f m s .  

INCURRED COSTS 

The costs incurred displayed in Figure 2 for the six engine sample exceeded contract 
revenues by over 50%. 

Cost Center 

% 1 Engine Branch 

990 J52 Division 
Soune: NADEP JAX J-52 Rograrn Data. 

Production 
Overhead 

$2,664,120 

$1,486,257 

Direct 
Labor Hours 

1 10,604 

138,871 

Houriy Production 
Overhead Rate 

$24.08 

$10.70 



Figure 2 

Most of the difference (73%) is due to hours incurred in excess of those proposed. Almost 
all of the remaining difference is about a %5/hour increase in the G&A rate? The number of 
FY1994 labor hours by NAVAIR for the depot, and used to propose the G&A rate, did 
not materialize. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The establishment of Cost Center 990 for J-52 repairs by NADEP JAX was an estimating 
technique to reduce the amount of total estimated production overhead on contract 
50001 9-93-D-0188. This was accomplished by overestimating the annual number of J-52 direct 
labor hours and significantly reducing the amount of expenses allocated to J-52 cost center 990. - 

The solicitation schedule, upon which the J-52 engine depot level maintenance contract 
was based, did not occur in execution. Inductions were delayed by over one quarter. CAMMS 
had to be discarded to get inductions back on track. Quantities were reduced because ~ - 6  ahaf t  
engines were not inducted as planned. 

Cost incurred for basic senices (CLINs 0002 - 0004) during FY 1994 appear to ex& 
contract revenues by over 50% based upon a six engine sample of the 34 engines completed and 
shipped in that fiscal year. Delays and quantity reductions contributed to the extra costs; however, 
the use of the 95% efficiency factor proposed by NADEP Jacksonville appeared to be overly 
optimistic. In our engine sample, hours incurred exceeded hours proposed by 40%.. We did not 
have access to data for the fixed price over and above work because of programming problems 

Later NADEP JAX.estirnares recorded GBrA rates for N 9 4  at about S16.65.%our. Incurred costs at this 
G&A rate still exceed revenues by about 50%.) 



with the system designed to collect and allocate thew costs. As a result, we could not determine if 
' 

the depot was successful or not in achieving the 95% efficiency factor in the over and above work, 
h e r e  the preponderance of the depot's repair costs were being incurred. 

Lastly, incurred G&A rates exceeded the rate proposed by between S3hour and SShour. 
. In contrast, the overhead rate observed fiom the engine sample did not differ substantially fiom the 

proposed rate of S14.12hour and reflects the manner in which the J-52 cost center was 
established. The make up of the cost center, however, should not obscure the fact that 
command-wide overhead reductions have been made over the last four years. During this period, 
NADEP JAX successfully reduced its command-wide production overhead rate fiom S27.90hour 
in FY 1 99 1 to a reported S 1 7.23hour in FY 1994.. 

NADEP Jacksonville did not submit a claim or request a priu adjustment for schedule 
delays and quantity changes. This is not the course of action we would expect fiom a private 
company which had its performance impacted by the customer. The fact is that the depot did not 
need to submit a claim since all of its 5-52 costs were being covered from one funding source or 
another. Under these circumstances, accountability for performance is diluted. NADEP JAX 
made many improvements in its management and control of costs; however, on the J-52 engine 
competition, performance was impacted by induction delays, use of CAMMS, reduced engine 
quantities and programming problems. The impact of these issues compared to optimistic pricing 
could not be specifically determined fiorn records. 



BASIC FIXED PRICE ITEMS 
Item Supplies or Services Estimated Quantity Unit Price ** Total Price 

1 Perform Minor Repair of Estimated 12 S 5,527.06 S 66,324.72 
J52 

2 Perform Major Repair of Minimum 38 S 821 8.00 $ 3  12,284.00 
J52 Expected 95 S 8,213.35 S 780,268.25 

Maximum 1 18 S 8,212.00 6 969,O 16.00 

3 J52-P8B to J52-P8C Major Estimated 10 S 12,483.16 S 124,831.60 
Repair Conversion (PPC 
290) 

4 J52-P408 to 352-P408A Estimated 50 S 14,615.49 S 730,774.50 
Major Repair Conversion 
(PFC 290) 

5 Technical Data in Support 
of Items 0001 through 
0004 

6 Administrative Data in 
Support of Items 000 1 
through 0004 

FIXED PRICE OVER AND ABOVE ITEMS 
9 Power Plant Changes 
10 Power Plant Bulletins 

1 1  Fixed Price 
Over-and-Above Repairs 

FKED HOURLY RATE OVER AND ABOVE 
12 Direct Labor Effort Exp. 17,400 $50.44 $ 877,656.00 

Max. 80,100 $4,040,244.00 

OTHER OVER AND ABOVE ITEMS 
13 Material 

14 Travel 

NSP 
NSP 

* Included in items 0001 - 0004 
** The unit price for h e  estimated quantities is firm regardless of quantity ordered 

Appendix A 
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EXECUTIVE SWlARY 

F/A-18 MODIFICATION CORROSION AND 
PAINT PROGRAM (MCAPP) COMPETITION 

CASE STUDY 

Two private f m s ,  the Navy Aviation Depot, North Island (NADEP NI) and Ogden Air 
Logistics Center (OALC) competed in a public versus private competition for the F/A-18 
modification. corrosion and paint program (MCAPP). A formal source selection process was 
used involving a Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and a Source Selection Advisory 
Council (SSAC). The tactical aircraft Program Executive Officer (PEO-T), Naval Air Systems 
Command. Washington, DC, was the source selection authority (SSA). OALC was awarded the 
contract at an estimated value of $60.8 million. 

The current debate over whether public versus private competition can be conducted on a 
"level playing field" obscures the distinction between unavoidable differences and unfair 
advantage. Our research indicates that public versus private depot differences in experience, 
resources. and workload cannot be eliminated and the procuring activity has no responsibility to 
reduce the advantages one competitor may have over the other. Procurement regulations, as well 
as the principle of maximizing potential benefits from competition, requires eliminating unfair 
advantages. %?e believe OALC had unfair advantage over its private competitors in the areas of 
cost estimating, inequitable application of accounting standards, inaccurate job costing, adequacy 
of internal connols and audit scrutiny. Although our review focused on OALC as the winner of 
the F!A- 18 MCXPP competition, a review of data leads us to conclude similar unfair advantages 
woldd exist if NADEP hl, the other public offeror, had won. 

PROPOSAL COSTS 

In a public versus private competition such as the FJA-18 MCAPP, offers from private 
companies are f k n  fixed price with the understanding the offeror will receive only the contract 
price for performance. Though a contract to a public depot would inciude a firm fixed price, the 
award is analogous to a cost type contract. All wsts incurrd will be borne by the government, 
in one appropriation or another. From the buyer's perspective the price is fixed; from the 
standpoint of the seller, in this case OALC, costs in excess of the contract price will be paid by 
oher customers of OALC or through other appropriations. This would be true if either of the 
public depots were awarded the contract. This disparity in risk of economic loss, together with 
the strong pressure to win in order to maintain depot workload, creates a p a t  incentive for 
public depots to underestimate and misallocate costs. 

The tendency to underestimate costs was evident in the public depot proposals. DCAA 
reported that OALC understated its original proposed costs by 36%. Similarly, DCA4 cited 



NADEP hl for underestimating its costs by 37%. Though its best anti final offer is more closely 
aligned to DCAA's recommen&tions and fully complies hith the Cos Comparability Handbook, 
OALC's final offer still represents a significant understatrment of cost; since the BAFO did not 
include estimates of higher than normal start up costs for the maintenan. .e of an aircraft on which 
OALC had no experience. Several significant support functions were aiso omitted fiom the 
estimates. While the Cost Comparability Handbook can ensure that categories of costs are 
addressed, it cannot impose "cost realism" on public depots, where the weight of incentives 
encourages them to obtain the work, not to price it properly. 

ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 

GAO and DCAA audit reports prior to contract award addressed serious deficiencies in 
accounting and internal controls at OALC. Subsequent audit follow-up, with pressure to correct 
the problems, was not made. If a private fm were cited for similar deficiencies with no 
evidence of improvement, it is questionable whether the contract would have ever been awarded 
or if awarded, whether ail costs could be recovered. This unequal requirement to implement 
audit recommendations, to the extent they impact the ability of an organization to estimate and 
lmck contract costs, provides a clear competitive advantage to OALC, as a public depot. 

In addition. although the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) are incorporated into the 
DoD Accounting Manual with which the depots must comply, there are significant variations in 
the way certain standards are applied, resulting in lower costs charged to contracts by public 
depots. For example, CAS 404 and 409, dealing with depreciation, and CAS 406, covering 
accounting periods, are treated differently in the DoD Accounting Manual. Also, CAS 
Disclosure Statements describing contractor accounting practices that must be consistently 
followed are not required of depots. We conclude that the significant differences in application 
of standards and requirements for disclosure practices, results in an unfair advantage to depots in 
public versus private competition. 

Our research at OALC revealed considerable inaccurate contract costing and reporting 
.practices. Examples include: 

a) ect T &. F/A-18 direct labor costs are not being accurately recorded. In our 
examination of an indirect Resource Control Code (RCC), we found significant 
numbers of direct employees working on the FIA-18 with their time charged to an 
indirect account. resulting in hours and costs being allocated to other programs, 
understating FIA- 1 8 costs. 



b) O v e r - .  We found instances of significant misallocations of 
production overhead. For example, we exarrhed four h'zh cost indirect RCC's 
that do not assign costs to the F/A-18 project and found that three of them perform 
work for the FIA- 18. Such examples of common costs not harged to the FIA-18 
represent misallocations which distort project costs. Since private firms must 
assign such costs to the contract, such distortions represent an unfair advantage to 
OALC in both mischarging current work as well as pricing future F/A-18 work. 

. . 
C) -. OALC's use of a direct labor hour base to distribute 

its G&A expenses is at variance with the Cost Accounting Standards Board's 
stated preference and DCAA's common position with industry requiring use of a 
total cost input base. In addition, we found several examples of erroneous 
allocations (i .e., depreciation and plant services) that resulted in less than accurate 
G&A costing on the F/A- 18 contract. 

INTERNAL CONTROLS 

We have observed many instances of internal control deficiencies at OALC that 
ultimately impact the true cost of contract performance, such as: 

a) Poor controls over labor cost recording. We found numerous examples of 
employees not cenifying the accuracy of their time charges and a lack of 
supervisor's verification of labor utilization reports. 

b) Toor control over the Produdon Overhead Administrative Table. The table 
Tepresents the mapping of what indirect expense RCC's are charged to what 
programs. The decision making process is managed informally at very low levels 
in the organization. Very little attention is given to proper charging as reflected 
by the lack of management approval or monitoring of propam support changes to 
the administrative table. 

c) Negligible Project Cost Control. Our interviews and the review of data confirm 
that schedules and quality have and continue to be paramount concerns at OALC, 
while cost control has been a low priorit);. Intemiews with senior~officials, 
F/A-18 production managers and examination of project control data, indPcate this 
"cultural bias" is still prevalent. We found little evidence of the focused cost 
management normally practiced by industry. 



AUDIT SCRUTINY 

The depots are not subjected to the audit oversight that industry experiences. Normal 
industry oversight fiom internal audit, outside financial audit and government audit is virtually 
absent fiom depots. DCAA, by direction of the DoD Comptroller, is limited to reviewing - 

fonvard pricing activities. Interviews with the Air Force Audit Agency indicates there are no 
plans to audit F/A-18 program incurred costs. We believe the absence of close audit scrutiny 
provides little incentive for tight control over depot accounting and project management practices 
and consequently, allows opportunities to distort proposals and project costing. 

Identification of weaknesses by independent auditors can provide the motivation to 
improve. The absence of audit scmtiny at OALC provides little incentive to improve internal 
controls. Consequently, the depots have an unfair advantage over industry in as much as their 
internal control practices are not held to as high a standard as those of private firms. l%e 
pressure to improve internal controls together with the fear of inviting greater audit scrutiny 
provide industry strong incentives to improve estimating, costing, program management and 
budgeting. These incentives are largely missing fiom OALC, providing the depot a major unfair 
zdvantage over industry competitors. Inaccurate costing will allow depots to continue to 
underestimate competitive proposals. The undercharging of competitive awards results in higher 
costs assigned to non-competitive programs. This often results in depots forecasting higher costs 
for the non-competitive programs and higher budget requirements. The depots are then able to 
recover losses on the competitive awards. which they underpriced. Such opportunities are rarely 
experienced in industry. We conclude that this pro'cess provides depots an unfair advantage in 
their pricing and costing activities. 

CONCLUSION 

U'e believe because of their maintenance experience, the ability to spread common costs 
over numerous programs, and close support relationships with customers, depots enjoy 
considerable legitimate advantages over private industry when competing for maintenance 
contracts. However, on the F/A/-I8 contract, OALC did not enjoy the above adv&tages. The 
OALC dso does not have the systems. experience, w g ,  internal controls, and audit 
capability to effectively estimate, track and manage specific contract costs, that would be 
required of a private firm. Until these deficiencies are corrected, a depot such as OALC has 
considerable unfair advantages over industry where these deficiencies would normally not be 
accepted. Until a systematic review and comprehensive corrective action plan is developed and 
implemented, the OALC will continue to improperly allocate costs. 

The OALC offer on the F/A-18 was optimistic. Our review indicated that costs are being 
averrun at this early stage of contract performance. It is our opinion that the FIA-'18 costs uill 
significantly exceed the contract price. The difficulty in quantifying the overrun is the lack of 



predictability in the accumulation of costs and the absence of internal controls, which could 
identify problems of mischarging or misallocation to management. In our opinion, the true costs 
of the contract -ill only be determined by an incurred con audit after a substantial part of tbe 
contract is completed. Under these circumstances, competition with private firms, which a .  
properly held to much more demanding standards, is clearly unfair. 

In addition, based on o w  review, public versus public competition is also unfair and can 
provide misleading results. Where w o  or more public offerors have different estimating and 
accounting systems, varying abilities to comply with regulatory standards, few internal controls, 
little influence over future workload and cultures that focus on schedule and quality, competition 
between these entities is unlikely to discern the most efficient or productive. Therefore, we 
believe that assignment of workload to depots should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to public versus public competition. 

If future public versus public or public versus private competition is held, substantial 
efforts must be made to require public depots to estimate and account for costs to the same 
standards to which industq is required in order to achieve fairness and a d e w  of confidence 
that performance to the contract price can be managed and monitored. 



INTRODUCTION 

In July 1992, the Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) submitted a fixm fixed price 
proposal to the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) in response to request for proposal 
RFP N00019-92-R-0001. The proposal for $55.3 million was for the Modification, Comsion 
and Paint Program (MCAPP) for the Navy's "Hornet" F/A-18 aircraft including $1.4 million in 
cost comparability adjustments. The DCAA reviewed this proposal and found it a be - 

understated by $19.9 million including $2.6 million in undemtated cost comparability 
adjustments. 

On June 7, 1993, the OALC presented its BAFO proposal in the amount of $63.7 million 
(including $3.1 million in cost comparability adjustments) to NAVAIR D C M  also reviewed 
this proposal and concluded it was acceptable for evaluation. They recommended a price 
increase of $3.6 million of which S.7 million was for increased cost comparability adjustments. 
DCAA's lower recommended price on the BAFO versus the original proposal is based primarily 
on their lower recommended production overhead rate (6.7% versus 8.7%) and G&A rate (7.3% 
versus 10.6%) at the later point in time. The lower indirect rates reflected in the OALC BAFO 
was based upon (i) higher direct cost estimates and (ii) lower estimated overhead costs. DCAA 
concurred with these changed estimates. 

F/A-18 MCAPP PROPOSAL 

Study of the BAFO proposal' and the related audit report indicates the major issues that 
contributed to the original $20 Million understatement of estimated costs had been addressed in 
OALC's final proposal. For example, DCAA increased manufacturing support hours and 
resultant cosu by $2.8 Million. In its proposal OALC used an overly optimistic 6.25 to 1 ratio of 
direct to indirect employees. OALC, at the aircraft directorate level (LA), was cwently 
experiencing a 4.39 to 1 ratio. DCAA adjusted the current ratio to reflect (i) planned movement 
of employees from indirect to direct during FY 1993, and (ii) direct charging of engineering 
support on this contract (this is normally an indirect cost). These adjustments resulted in an audit 
recommended ratio of 5.25 to 1. 

In computing its manufachuing support hours, OALC, in error, removed field team 
(offsite work) hours from the direct labor base to which its 6.25 to 1 ratio is epplied. Field team 
effort was included in direct labor used to compute the directfindirect ratio, and even though 
direct effort may be offsite for a time, the OALC indirect effort remains at a fixed level. If 
OALC had properly included field team hours, even at a 6.25 to 1 ratio, it  would have included 
an additional 73,165 hours in its proposal. 

The OALC's yield factors and estimates of h g e  benefits were also considered 
inaccurate, resulting in an excessively high computation of nondirect time applied to direct 



labor. OALC proposed to reduce sick leave usage by approximately 50 percent through the 
implementation of a new sick leave awareness policy. Given the economic climate and past 
history of sick leave usage, DCAA did not believe the results would be as dramatic as proposed. 
Additionally, OALC proposed a 96 percent efficiency factor. The efficiency factors experienced 
by OALC's aircraft directorate over the last 3 years had never exceeded 90 percent. Tbe FY 
1992, efficiency factor was approximately 88 percent. Based on past performance, it mas not 
expected that performance would exceed 90 percent. 

Adjustments to the production overhead and G&A base were also recommended. OALC 
calculated these bases on standard hours when the correct base should have been actual hours. 
This adjustment significantly increased the overhead and G&A allocated to FIA-18 work. 
Likewise the production overhead and G&A pool composition were found to be missing a 
number of accounts that DCAA believed were applicable to the F/A-18 maintenance effort. 
Finally, certain accounts (i.e. Utilities) had been moved from G&A to production overhead with 
a net effect of decreasing overall F/A-18 costs. DCAA increased the fibge benefit pool to 
account for certain elements of costs OALC neglected to include in its forecast. The health 
benefits forecast was also escalated to recognize expected cost increases. 

Our review of the current cost comparability handbook, dated August 10, 1993, indicates 
that no provision is being made for post-retirement health benefits for both The Federal 
Employee Retirement Systems (FERS) and Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS) employees 
of OALC. Lack of recognition of the unfunded liability. of such post-retirement health benefits is 
incompatible with the provisions of FASB-106 which requires private conaactors to calculate, 
amortize, and accrue such significant costs (similar to pension expenses). 

Overall. OALC was very optimistic in its F/A-18 proposal and omitted or understated 
significant costs. The D C M  audit partially addressed these issues. What DCAA could not 
address was the optimistic performance projections where historical costs did not exist. The fact 
that all costs in a public depot will be borne by the government contributes to the depot's 
optimism. 

COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

a We studied, in some depth, the accounting for costs under the F/A-I 8 Contract. 
There are over 30 sub-systems which contribute data to OALC's cost accounting 
system (the Depot Maintenance Data Systems Network). The sub-systems can be 
grouped into 5 broad functions: Requirements, Material, Production, Costs and 
Other. Overlayed on the cost accounting system are three basic funds: the Depot 
Maintenance Industrial Fund (DMIF), Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Appropriation fund, and the Cost of Operation Division Fund. 



We were informed that GRUMMAN Data Systems is working on the design and 
implementation of a new accounting/ information system for all ALCs with 
Ogden as the Depot Maintenance Management Information system @ W S )  
pilot site. 

b. OALC's cost accounting system is a job order cost system On the FJA-18 
MCAPP a separate job order number is set up for each aircraft tail number. 

Costs are accumulated in the Depot Maintenance Automated Data System and 
summarized on a monthly and year-to& basis in the Depot Maintenance 
Production Cost System (G072A) and the Budget General Ledger (BGL). The 
BGL is a partial implementation of the new DMMIS. 

Our inquiry also disclosed that cumulative costs through March 3 1, 1994 on the 
F/A-18 Program per the BGL and the G072A systems did not reconcile. At the 
time of our observation, responsible cost accounting personnel were unawire of 
the difference since they had not attempted a reconciliation of the two reports. In 
addition. neither of these reports are summarizing all costs incurred in support of 
the F/A-18. During our review we attempted but were not successful in locating a 
periodic management report which contained, by cost element, total FIA-18 
MCAPP cost accumulated to date. We were informed that no such report is 
generated. As a result, we conclude that OALC program management does not 
have sufficient cost visibility in the form of recurring program cost reports to 
adequately monitor total program costs. 

c. In our review of accounting system adequacy, we studied Prior Audit 
Disclosures. GAO, in its report of February 26, 1991, did not give an opinion on 
the OALC accounting system as a whole. However. they disclosed internal 
control deficiencies in material cost areas and also concluded "the method of 
applying direct labor costs and production overhead is not in accordance with 
DoD regulations and will not provide the type of cost data needed to price work 
accurately and monitor weapon system costs." 

In its pre-award accounting systems survey audit report of October ' 13, 1992, 
DCAA concluded the current accounting system is inadequate in some respects as 
a basis for pricing future depot maintenance competition. Similar to GAO's 
conclusions, they also stated the allocation of labor costs fiom the resource 
control center (RCC) level may be inequitable resulting in misallocation of direct 
labor between job order numbers. The auditors were of the opinion that OALC's 
procedures for accumulating and allocating production overhead and G&A 
expenses require improvement because (i) not all costs benefiting final cost 
objectives are included in the cost pools, and (ii) the method of allocating indirect 
expenses could result in costs not being allocated on a causal beneficial 
relationship. The DCAA report also addressed internal control deficiencies in 
recording employee timecharges. 



It should be noted that by direction of the DoD Comptroller, the DCAA 
involvement with public activity depot maintenance competition is limited to 
preaw=d reviews. Post award audits, if needed, are to be performed by the 
military services internal audit organization. 

In discussions with the resident chief of the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA), we 
were told that their office had not done any work to evaluate the management of 
the FIA-18 maintexmce program. More importantly, audits of those systems 
producing contract costs have not been undertaken. When the AFAA reviews or 
uses OALC f m c i a l  statements, a disclaimer is made as to the adequacy of 
internal controls or the reliability of data generated by the systems. The one 
exception to this was a recently performed audit of the Maintenance Material Cost 
system (GO04H). The report concluded internal controls were not adequate. 

d. During our review of Labor Timekeeping Internal Controls, we visited a 
number of RCCs and discussed time recording procedures with foreman, 
supervisors. and data entry clerks. We also examined tasWwork requests, 
production count cards, memorandum records of where employees spent their 
time. exceptioned labor records and system generated G037G daily "actual labor 
utilization reports". These inquiries disclosed a number of labor timekeeping 
internal control deficiencies summarized as follows: 

Not all employees are initialinglcertifying that their daily labor charges are 
accurately recorded. Some employees are never informed where their time 
is being charged. 

Some supervisors are not reviewing prior day G037G labor utilization 
reports to assure that the time for ail employees assigned to them on the 
prior day was accounted for appropriately. From re\iewing the 37G prior 
day repon for one RCC. we noted two hours ovenime entered for one 
employee working in the RCC. However, the 37G report indicated that 
the employee was on long tern loan to another RCC. Therefore, his labor 
plus overtime was erroneously charged to a RCC that he was not working 
in. This had been going on for more than two weeks. Supervisors in both 
affected RCCs were unawkre of it b e u s e  they had not reviewed the daily 
37G reports. 

All labor exceptioning is not being'done on a daily basis as required. In 
one RCC, F/A-18 labor exception entries were being held up "until 
production count earned (standard) hours are in the system". This is not 
dcceptable as entries of actual labor hours should not be influenced by the 
standards. 



Our follow-up rev :w in June reflected that OALC F/A-18 program management 
is also concerned 1. th the reliability of its labor exceptioning procedure. In this 
regard, we noted th I all direct employees, whose time is defaulted into CLINs 
1-5 production (direct RCC MABPCC) on the F/A-18 contract, were reclassified 
at the beginning of May 1994 to indirect employees (duty code 23) and assigned 
to indirect RCC MABSXX "Production Integration". In discussing our concern - 

about the reclassification with OALC operations m a n a g e m a  we were informed, 
"... the reclassification was made because labor costs on CLIN 1-5 were too high - 

. . 
as d i m  the waq not k~ 
m. The intent of the reclassification is that no direct labor can be 
charged to the F/A-18 unless it b exceptioned to it. This is a serious intemal 
control weakness. 

In pursuing this issue with OALC, we informed program management personnel 
that the reclassified employees were commingled with 17 other normal indirect 
employees. We were informed there is no cause for concern as all time for the 
formerly direct employees would be exceptioned out of the indirect RCC to the 
direct programs they work on. We were assured that all duty hour time for these 
fonner direct employees would be zero hours in the indirect RCC at month end. 
However, our check of the May G037G month end RCC labor report proved that 
this was not the case. The time of approximately 10 of the formerly direct 
employees was left in the production overhead indirect RCC. Since the cost for 
this indirect RCC is being allocated to all production programs, the F-16 and 
C-130 programs are now bearing cost previously identified as dirett cost to the 
F/A-18. We conclude the ability to reassign direct employees to an indirect RCC 
so easily represents a serious internal control weakness providing the opportunity 
for significant rnischarging. 

e. Another concern is the efficacy of Labor Standard Hours. As pre\iously stated. 
the ratio of total standard hours for completed tasks under a job order to total 
monthly RCC actual hours is used to assign actual labor hours and cost to job 
orders. We were informed that visibility as to the reliability of standard hours is 
available fiom the Program Depot Maintenance Scheduling System. (PDMSS). 
The PDMSS is separate and apart from the ALC integrated cost accounting 
system. We were also informed the PDMSS. reports would provide actual labor 
hours directly identified to each job order number. Therefore, we conducted 
inquiries and reviewed actual labor hour information input to PDMSS. Actual 
labor hours are entered on form 173 (production count cards) by employees as 
they complete each task. Standard labor hours are preprinted on each 173 card 
and are also entered in the PDMSS from the 37E Workload Planning System. An 
entry clerk. using the 173 production count cards, enters date completed and 
actual hours in PDMSS. We noted the following internal control problems in 
actual hour dormation entered in PDMSS: 



There were no actual hour entries on many cards. Inquiry of the data entry 
clerk as to what he does in these circumstances indicated uncertainty as to 
what to enter. Therefore, he enters the standard hours as actual. 

It is apparent fiom examination of the fonn 173 cards that some 
employees enter hours rounded to the nearest hour, whereas standard 
hours are maintained to the nearest tenth of an hour. 

Card after card disclosed hours entered exactly at standard. Since the 
cards display the standard hours, it is apparent that employees are 
influenced by the standards. 

Our inquiries also disclosed there are no written instructions to employees 
as to how to account for or record actual hours on the production count 
cards. 

In view of these obsen'ations, we question the reliability of actual labor hour 
information in the PDMSS system. We believe the reliability of PDMSS 
information would be enhanced if standard labor hour information was removed 
from the 173 cards and if employees were given winen instructions on how to 
complete these cards. 

We reviewed indirect expenses at OALC to determine if accounting and 
estimating practices are consistent and if there are beneficial and causal 
relationships between the expenses and the final cost objectives to which they are 
allocated. Our comments on production overhead and general and administrative 
expense follow: 

b Production Overhead: Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) has an 

accounting practice which if the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were 
enforced would lead to a CAS4 18 noncompliance citation. At issue is the 
OALC practice of tailoring production overhead pool costs to the specific 
benefits received by each production direct Resource Control Center 
(RCC). Thew tailored allocation methods change fieq<ently and 
arbitrarily. At a private cqntractor, each such adjustment of the costing 
methodology could be considered accounting change 'requiring a 
disclosure statement revision and the preparation of a cost impact estimate. 

We conducted inquiries to determine what procedural review and other 
managerial/internal controls are in effect to assure that the "Administration 
Table", the system used to assign and allocate indirect RCC costs to 
programs, is maintained appropriately on a continuous and current basis. 
This inquiry indicated (i) the function is assigned to representatives from 
each directorate as well as to an adminimrive employee who chairs 
meetings and acts as a coordinator, resulting in no central financial 



managerial control or invoi Iement (ii) there are no written descriptions of 
functions, activities, skills,. programs supported, etc., available for the 
individual indirect RCCs cnd (iii) there is no evidence of periodic 
monitoring or reviews to assure that the production overhead 
administration table is appropriately maintained on a current and . 

continuous basis. 

With this background, we reviewed about one-third of the forty aircraft 
directorate production 'overhead RCCs to determine whether a 
causal/beneficial relationship exists between the indirect expenses in the 
RCCs and the final cost objectives (including the FIA-18 program) to 
which they are allocated. We identified three high cost production 
overhead RCCs which an providing support to the FIA-18 program but 
whose costs are not being allocated to the FIA-18. These indirect cost 
RCCs are MABETZ (Aircraft Structures Planning), MABPSX (Services 
Team), and MABRSX (Sheet Metal). The costs of two of these indirect 
RCCs (MABETZ and MABRSX) also were not included in OALCs initial 
or BAFO pricing proposals for the FIA-18. Thus, proposed costs as well 
as costs recorded on the F/A- 18 MCAPP program are understated. 

• General and Administrative Expense: The primary components of 
OALC's general and administration (G&A) expense, and their related 
cumulative dollar amounts for FY 1994 through May 1994 are as follows: 

Financial Management and Training Division $25.6 m 
Plant Services 9.3 
DMIFMill AF Base Support 5.9 
Total G&A $.a&n 

OALC uses a direct labor hour base to distribute G&A expenses. Total 
Con Input is the preferred method for such allocations. If compliance 
kith the standards in DoD 7220.9 .were enforced, OALC would be 
considered in potential non-compliance until it demonstrated that the labor 
hour surrogate base is compliant with the DoD 7220.9, CAS 410 standard. 

The plant services and base support G&A expense components of G&A 
were reviewed and are commented on below: 



Plant Services Expense: In the case of plant services expense, OALC 
recognizes that total direct labor hours is not an equitable measure for 
assigning this element of G&A expense to benefiting directorates. Plant 
senices are assigned to directorates using fixed percentages of activity. A 
comparison of the fixed allocation percentages with actual service 
percentages and approximate direct actual labor hour percentages is as 
follows: 

Fixed Activity FY 1993 Approximate 
Allocation A d  Senrice D i i  Labor ' 
Pen;cntane JsrmwL I3=kmus 

Aircraft 28% 21% 43% 
Missiles 43 3 1 15 
Commodities 13 28 21 
Technology & Indusq 
(T and I )  Support L6 a ?1 

A concern we have ~ i t h  the fixed percentage intermediate cost pool 
allocation process is that the fixed percentages are not converted to actual 
percentages at year-end and have not been revised for several years. The 
Plant Management (plant services) Division maintains a data base of 
actual service activity (labor hours) provided to each directorate. This 
actual service percentage information should be used to periodically 
update the fixed allocation percentages. However, as shown by the above 
comparative percentages, OALC's failure to use acrual plant service 
percentages results in significant distortion in G&A expense allocated to 
the directorates and programs. For example, the Aircraft Directorate 
received 28 percent of the plant senices costs in FY 1993 whereas it 
should have received only 2 1 percent. 

DMIF/Base Support Expense: We reviewed the proceduks used to 
record and distribute Hill. Air Force Base support operations to DMlF 
activities. These base operations include such activities as data 
processing, environmental management, procurement, safety support, 
payroil, accounting, etc. The costs of these operations determined to be 
applicable to D M F  activities are assigned to G&A and allocated to 
contract effort based on direct labor hours. Base support costs are subject 
to the DoD 7220.9 standard dealing with CAS 403. 

\Fre reviewed selected base support operations to determine how cost 
allocable to DMIF acti\lties were determined. We found that for the most 
part DMIF allocable costs were developed through what OALC personnel 



refer to as a negotiation proctss. This involves a process whc reby OALC 
and base support operarions personnel conduct negotiations t o  amve at 
amounts that represent DMLF's "fair share" of tk.e costs of t e services 
being provided. 

For the most part, the amounts determined cannot be verified or audited. 
The costs are not identified and recorded to individual directorates. The 
amounts considered to be D W s  fair share are essentially based on the - 

OALC representative and the base support manager's estimate as to the - 
services and goods provided for DMIF. There are, however, some base 
support operations that are determined and allocated to DMIF using a 
measurable allocation base. The best example of this is protection 
which is allocated using square footage which results in DMIF being 
allocated its fair share of costs based on occupied square footage. The 
latter, however, is the exception rather than the rule. As part of our review 
we related the practices in place at OALC for accounting for these costs 
with those that would be in place in private industry to account for similar 
costs. The findings and observations resulting from our review are 
discussed below. 

Equipment and building depreciation applicable to base support operations 
are not included in costs alIocated to DMIF. We determined that a below 
the line "cost comparabilityn adjustment was made for depreciation on the 
depot's proposal for assets not under DMIF control; however, OALC was 
unable to provide details on the specific assets included in computing this 
depreciation adjustment prior to our departure. Therefore, we were unable 
to ascertain if all the assets included within base support were considered 
in this comparability adjustment. Private industry would include such 
depreciation in overhead and would allocate it to contracts. 

The base support activities fall under the management control of several 
outside government entities. Thus OALC has only partial control over 
how the costs of these operations should be identified to DMIF. There is a 
degree of decentraliition within private industry but not to' the extent 
present in the government. This is best illustrated by the current situation 
with The Defense  ina an& and Accouhting Senice (DFAS) which is the 
government entity responsible for providing accounting services for 
OALC. In examining the base support cost of this operation we found that 
no costs had been allocated to DMIF activities since FY 1992. Thus 
DFAS accounting support to DMIF, which we estimate to total over $1 
.million annually, is not collected and charged to DMIF contract activities. 
These costs were included in OALC's proposal resulting in a CAS 401 
violation if this occurred in private industry. 



The negotiation process in use at OALC to determine base suppart costs 
applicable to DMlF activities is not a pmcess one would fmd in operation 
within private industry. The equivalent costs within industry would either 
be departmental costs within the entity or, if a service center performing 
centralized services for more than one entity, the operating costs would be 
allocated to customers on a beneficial or causal relationship. Thus similar 
costs within industry would not be subjectively determined, but instead, 
would be based on costs incurred within a department or costs allocated on 
some type of a verifiable measurable base prescribed by a CASB 
standard. Some costs allocated to DMIF are predicated on such a base. 
The vast majority, however, are determined on the basis of the negotiation 
process. 

CAS 403, as amended by DoD, is applicable to accounting for base 
support costs. If the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were enforced, OALC 
would be in noncompliance with this standard We believe several of the 
base support operations are centralized service functions subject to the 
CAS 403 provisions contained in DoD 7220.9. Centralized service 
functi-ons represent those organizations performing senices for several 
segments, which but for the existence of the organization, would be 
performed by or acquired by some or all the segments individually. Data 
processing, procurement, personnel, and possibly others, within base 
support fit this definition and should be allocated to DMIF as prescribed 
by the standard. The standard requires that these types of expenses be 
allocated on the basis of the beneficial or causal relationship between the 
supporting and receiving activities. OALC, therefore, is non-compliant 
with thiH standard and the DoD cost accounting manual. This 
noncompliance. however, must be viewed in light of the fact that fuil 
compliance is difficult since OALC must secure an agreement from the 
supplying base support entity to allocate such costs on some measurable 
base that is representative of the activity being allocated. For example, we 
were advised- that the data processing o G t i o n  falls under the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (DISA) which is in the process of 
developing an accounting system that provides fee for service billings. 
The system. however, has' not yet been fully implemented and costs are 
still being allocated to DMIF based on a negotiated estimate of support. 
OALC, in contrast to private industry, cannot unilaterally assure its 
compliance with CAS 403. 

Based on .our observations, we have concluded that not all production 
overhead costs attributable to the F/A-18 were included in the BAFO or 
are being costed to the contract. We have also concluded that G&A 
expenses are not costed to the contract in compliance with DoD 7220.9 or 
CAS 403. As a resuit, OALC is not being required to perform to standards 
imposed on industry. 



g. DOD 7220.9 pennits more flexibility in the use of appropriate accounting periods 
than does Cost Accounting Standard 406. For example, in the preamble to CAS 
406, the concept of monthly allocations of ovmhead and G&A is considered and 
rejected as not being appropriate for contract cost accounting. However, in the 
DOD 7720.9 version of CAS 406 (according to OALC's interpretation), monthly 
accounting periods are permitted. 

Our concerns with this procedure arc illustrated in the following display of . 

cumulative F/A-18 recorded cost, by cost element, through April 30, 1994 as 
compared with cost through the prior month. 

Direct Labor Hours 

Direct Labor Cost 

Production Overhead 

Cumulative Through 
w 4/30/94 

20.964 23.970 

3 489,254 S 558,661 

5 18,069 1,117,694 

Total FIA- 18 Cost 
(excluding CLM 14) $1 -1 76.461 S1.906.879 

The closing of overhead using monthly accounting periods resulted in distorted 
relationships between direct labor and indirect expenses and inaccurate 
assignment of indirect expenses to the program. The cumulative labor and 
overhead cost relationships shown above are abnormal (labor cost increased by 
only 14 percent over the prior month while overhead more than doubled) due to a 
labor cost reclassification entry. Further comments on our review of this 
reclassification eney are provided in paragraph 1 (Adjusting Joumai Entries). 

In OALC's proposal, depreciation expense for DMIF depreciable assets, was 
included in estimated production overhead and general and administrative 
expense. Depreciation on assets, not controlled by DMIF, was included in 
OALC's proposal as a Cost Comparability Handbook adjustment. Depreciation 
expense for DMIF assets is included in program cost in the production overhead 
and G&A expenses allocated to the FIA-18 program based on direct production 
labor hours. We compared OALC's depreciation practices for DMIF assets with 
those within industry. Our comments and observations rezarding these 
comparisons are summarized below: 



We found, at the direction of Air Force Material Command (AFMC) in late 1991, 
OALC effected a significant change in assigning useful lives to fixed assets 
installed after 1 October 1991. As a consequence, all asset useful lives were 
reduced to three categories, 20, 10, and 5 years. Previous useful life guidelines 
varied by federal stock code and ranged fiom a low of 4 years to a high of 30 
years. These pre 1 October 1991 assets are still being depreciated based on those 
usem lives. 

DCAA noted that no gain or loss on the dispositions of assets is recognized in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). OALC, being 
a government entity, is not subject to GAAP, but the DCAA comment is a valid 
observation regarding the differences between depots and industry. Gains and 
losses, in essence, have the affect of correcting prior depreciation. As a 
consequence, any over or under statements of depreciation are not adjusted at 
depots as is done within industry. DCAA also noted in one of its audit reports 
that they had observed problems relative to OALC's reclassifying assets, 
excessing certain assets and not assigning proper values to some acquired assets. 

OALC uses only straight line depreciation. Industry components often use 
accelerated depreciation methods which result in a faster write-off of depreciation. 
CAS 409 permits use of either straight line or accelerated depreciation methods. 

OALC is not subject to CAS 404. If it were. its depreciation practices would be in 
noncompliance with that standard. CAS 404 requires that assets exceeding 
S1,500 must be capitalized and depreciated. The AFMC and Depot policy is to 
capitalize only those assets over $25,000 for assets acquired since 1 Januaxy 1994. 
Prior to this the capitalization policy was $15,000. The use of a higher 
capitalization value, permits OALC to expense and write off more assets in one 
year than a comparable private industry competitor would be permitted under 
CAS 404. 

If OALC was subject to CAS 409, the practice of having a 10 year useM life for 
all equipment (except EDP and general purpose vehicles) wobld be in 
noncompliance with the standard. CAS 409 requires that the asset life used for 
depreciation must reasonably appfoximate the'actual period of usefulness. We do 
not believe that the different types of equipment in use in OALC would all have a 
useful life of just 10 years. This is supported by the fact that assets acquired prior 
to 1 October 199 1 were assigned lives anywhere from 4 to 30 years. These assets 
lives. in our opinion, are probably more representative of the useful lives than the 
10 years currently being assigned. The use of such a short useful life permits 
OALC to mite off depreciation on equipment at a higher rate than would be 

by industry. 



The Depot, also at the direction of AFMC, computes a residual value of $1 for all 
equipment items. Private i n d w ,  to comply uith CAS 409, must determine 
residual values for each asset and the residual values must be deducted from the 
capitalized value of the asset in computing depreciation. This practice enables 
OALC to write off more depreciation than its private industry competitor who 
must comply with CAS 409 and compute realistic residual values. 

i. We examined in detail the adjusting journal entry involving the reclassification 
of about 6,600 hours of direct labor to indirect effort. The preponderance of these 
hours was reclassified to indirect training while a small portion was charged to 
other production downtime effort. The adjustment was necessary because OALC 
personnel did not anticipate or properly plan for the substantial production labor 
downtime subsequently experienced on the initial F/A-18 aircraft. We estimate 
that the adjustment reduced F/A-18 program costs by about $185,000. Even 
though adjusted labor dollars remained identified to the F/A-18, reclassified &om 
direct to indirect, the reduction in direct labor hours, which is the base used to 
allocate indirect expenses, resulted in the F/A-18 receiving less production 
overhead and G&A. 

We re\iewed documentation in support of the adjustment, interviewed personnel 
responsible for identifying the rnisclassified labor, and queried top division and 
directorate persome1 regarding their involvement in the adjustment process. We 
also compared indirect training time charged to the FIA- 18 with that experienced 
on other aircraft programs. Our examination disclosed the entry was properly 
documented and that personnel responsible for identifying adjusted hours were 
planner/schedulers, production supervisors, and engineers knowIedgeabIe of the 
p r o m  and problems experienced in senicing the aircraft. We also found that 
top management within the division and directorate were aware of and involved 
with the adjustment from start to finish and had renewed and approved the entry. 

We also discovered that training time identified to the FiA-18 was substantially 
higher than that currently being experienced on the more mature F-16 and C-130 
programs. For example, FIA-18 training costs for the first four months of 1994 
were 28% of direct labor costs contrasted with 6% for the F-16. 'r'hese high 
training costs are not considered unusual since the F/A- 18 was the first Navy 
aircraft serviced by the OALC and, the f k s t ~ c ~ o n n e l l  Douglas aircraft it had 
performed maintenance on since the F-4. Thus, OALC production personnel had 
to learn a different aircraft and acquaint themselves with Navy procedures and 
technical data, resulting in higher rates during the initial start up of the 
grogram. These costs were not included in the F/A-18 BAFO. One may question 
whether OALC appropriately estimated foreseeable start-up costs in proposed 
production overhead expense for the new p r o w .  In our opinion, a private 
contractor would most likely have made such pro\.isions in its proposal. 



PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

We discussed Program Management with the Commander of the Aircraft Division, the 
F/A-18 Program manager and their senior staff. Management attention and emphasis are 
directed to monitoring performance. Detailed analysis of variances between standard and actual 
hours are prepared by F/A -1 8 phase (Incoming, Production Line, Flight Test and Paint), by 
aircraft, by operation number. 

Contract quality and schedule oversight have been transferred to The Defense Contract 
Management Command (DCMC) ivhich was hired by the Navy to perform Administrative 
Conmcting Officer (ACO) functions. We were informed by OALC there are currently about 10 
DCMC people on site. Based on the split of F/A -1 8 workload between the Navy Depot at North 
Island, San Diego and OALC, about 36 aircraft are expected to be serviced by the OALC this 
year. 

We examined a number of daily and weekly ad-hoc reports used to manage and monitor 
the F!A -1 8 Program - they all related to schedule. The reports detailed each aircraft's status, 
and its forecasted completion date as it moved through the maintenance process. We were 
informed cost performance/ monitoring was accomplished indirectly by review of labor hour 
charges to assure their accuracy. 

AFMC has levied a new requirement on the ALCs to prepare a monthly total program 
cost/schedule performance report with estimates at completion. Variances will be calculated on 
cumulative costs. schedules, and Estimates at Completion (EAC). Variance analysis is required 
if costs exceed budgets by 2 lo%, Schedule slips by 2 lo%, and EAC overruns by 2 5%. 
Repons are submitted to key customer and ALC personnel. If EAC variance is 1 IS%, reports 
are elevated to the Center Commander and Headquarters, AFMC. If EAC variance reaches 15% 
or greater. recompetition will be considered. In our opinion, such measures will be unsuccessful 
in focusing attention on cost performance on the part of ALC p r o w  management. We believe 
that basic changes involving training, program management tools and internal wnwls are 
essential to improve the management of program costs. 

The required reports have not yet been prepared by Ogden ALC program rhanagement 
since they are not required until three rnonths.of actual deliveries have occurred. The first 
aircraft delivery under the FIA-18 program was made on May 19, 1994. While WPAFB has 
levied the requirement for including Estimates at Completion (EACs) on these Depot 
Maintenance performance tracking reports, no detailed instruction/training on how to prepare 
these EACs has as yet been provided. We were inforned that the Program Management Office 
has requested such training and instruction. We believe attempting to forecast a total program 
EAC for other than CLMs 1 through 5 (the basic fixed price Modification, Corrosion. and Paint 
Program) appears unachievable. CLMs other than 1-5 are for "over and above" ~vork where 
sflicient forecast information on total program costs is unavailable. 



Prudent program management should probably be securing CLM 1 through 5 costs to 
date and then forecasting an EAC in the traditional manner utilized by private contractors when 
preparing Cost P rformance Repom. EACs should be prepared on the remainder of the CLINs, 
by aircrafi, as suf cient information becomes available to estimate the costs at completion of the 
related effort. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of our review, we conclude that-estimated and recorded costs on the FIA-18 
MCAPP program at OALC are not reliable. In addition, there arc also significant differences in 
regulatory requirements imposed on depots versus private industry. The major problems and 
differences include the following: 

Unreliable labor cost recording practices and internal conwl weaknesses. 

• Questionable reliability of labor standard hours. 

All allocable production overhead on the F/A-18 was not estimated or being 
recorded. 

Significant start-up (non-recurring) costs on the F/A- 18 were not addressed in the 
BAFO proposal. 

Inaccurate plant service cost allocations. 

• Incomplete base suppon cost allocations. 

• Health care costs of retirees not estimated or recorded (FASB 106). 

Difference in DoD 7720.9M versus the Cost Accounting Standards affect 
different cost allocations. 

Inadequate managerial cost monitoring and reporting. 

• DCAA audit role limited to depot proposal evaluations only. 

Very limited Air Force Audit Agency involvement in depot accounting system 
oversight. 

We conclude these basic issues resulted in an unfair competition between OALC and 
private industry. In addition, based on ow review it is worthy to note that the competing public 
depots have different estimating and accounting systems, varying abilities to comply kith 



regulatory stand& 1, few internal controls disciplining their individual processes, little control of 
their f h r e  w~orklr d s  and corporate cultures that focus on schedule and quality, not costs. 
Given the disparitic.;. it is difficult to conclude that a competition in which fixed prices are 
projected several ye; s into the future, will be able to discern the most efficient or productive 
depot. Until the basic processes and systems at the depots are improved, we do not believe 
public versus public competition provides reliable con data to decision makers. Therefore, we 
believe that assignment of workload to depots should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to price competition. If either public versus private or public versus public competition 
are to be conducted as a means of deciding the source for depot maintenance, pre-award 
estimating and post-award accounting for costs must be improved at the public depots along with 
the ability to manage compliance. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
C-141 CENTER "4ING BOX (CWB) COMPETITION 

CASE STUDY 

Coopers & Lybrand has reviewed the C141 Center Wing Box (CWB) competition and 
'subsequent contract performance. Three private firms and the W m e r  Robins Air Logistics 
Center (WR-ALC) competed in a public versus private competition for the C141 CWB 
requirement. WR-ALC was selected and awarded contract F09603-93-C-0043 on December 12, 
1992, for a price of $62,189,3 19, including option years. The procuring activity was also 
WR-ALC with the Commander WR-ALC as source selection authority. In preparation for the 
competition, WR-ALC created separate "buyer" and "seller" teams, with appropriate restrictions 
placed on each. On the basis of numerous interviews and the examination of data, the reviewers 
are persuaded the integrity of the competition and source selection process was maintained 
despite the appearance of potential conflicts of interest. 

The C 14 1 CWB solicitation required the submission of fm fixed prices for the base year 
plus three option years. The private competitors submitted firm fixed price offers that, if any one 
of the finns had received the award, the government would be legally obligated to pay only the 
contract price for performance. The offer of WR-ALC, while represented as a firm fixed price, 
was analogous to a cost reimbursement offer. The government will be required to pay the full 
cost of performance, through one appropriation or another. Given this disparity which strongly 
mfluences business risk between public depots and private companies, we believe incentives 
were created for WR-ALC to underestimate costs. Our interviews with both "buyern and "seller" 
personnel and review of the planning data for the competition, provide a perspective that the 
WR-ALC seIler felt great pressure to \in, proposing direct labor hours and rates that were not 
supported by past experience. 

In the C141 CWB competition, as in other public vs private competitions, questions arose 
whether the desired "level piaying field" was achieved. Our research supports the notion that a 
government procuring activity has no responsibility to eliminate or even mitigate existing 
advantages one competitor may have over another such as experience, location or organizational 
structure. As the C 14 1 depot for over 20 years, the WR-ALC seller had inherent advantages over 
potential competitors for the CWB requirement that arose from its depot experience. The 
WR-ALC buyer had no ability to redress these inherent advantages. However, procurement 
regulations do require that government procuring activities take appropriate actions to preclude 
?mfair advantages in competitive situations. Ln its multiple roles, as requiring activity, depot and 
procuring activity, we have concluded that WR-ALC had unfair competitive advantages in the 
C 14 1 C WB competition for the following reasons: 

a As the assigned depot for the C141, aircraft were scheduled for induction into 
WR-ALC for other projects including Program Depot Maintenance (PDM) and a 
Paint project. These projects shared common tasks with the CWB including 
incoming inspections, aircraft buildup and functional check flights. The 



WR-ALC buyer, through a clause in the solicitation, allowed the seller to charge 
the costs for common tasks to the other projects. This violates the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards by eliminating the normal 
allocation of costs based on causaVbeneficia1 relationships. The benefit of this 
opportunity to share common costs amounts to between $7.1 and $13.0 million, 
depending upon the mix of aircraft inducted for CWB replacements. It surely is 
unfair in a competition to direct the only competitor who could essentially benefit 
fiom commonality to charge other projects, especially since the government and 
individual customers would benefit to the same extent from the commonality if 
these costs were allocated or charged based on a causaVbeneficial relationship to 
each of the projects, including the CWB. What a private firm is able to achieve 
similar economies of scale among contracts, the h s  are required to allocate the 
costs among the contracts. The WR-ALC seller was also provided a price 
increase of $241,000, we believe inappropriately, when the mix of the first 5 
aircraft changed fiom that which the WR-ALC seller anticipated in its offer, 
though no schedule mix was provided as a condition for the pricing in the 
solicitation. 

b. While the competition was in process, WR-ALC performed a prototype and 3 trial 
CWE3 installations on tooling and equipment bought for the contract requirement 
and installed at WR-ALC. While the prototype CWB installation can be 
rationalized as a verification of tooling, data and replacement kits, the trial 
installations during the competition provided extensive training. This opportunity 
was not afforded other competitors and allowed specific processes and procedures 
to be developed, beyond the data provided to all competitors. 

c. The Federal Acquistion Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards require 
private contractors to establish and maintain systems that enable the company, if 
awarded a contract. to comply with applicable regulations. DCAA audit reports 
prior to contract award addressed serious management deficiencies in estimating, 
accounting and internal sontrois at WR-ALC. In our opinion, if similar 
deficiencies were addressed at a private firm, the ability of the firm to manage and 
account for costs and fulfill its contract responsibilities would have been 
challenged. To the extent that system deficiencies impact proper charging of 
costs and similar criteria are not applied to public and private offerors, a clear 
competitive advantage is provided the public offeror, where all costs will be 
recovered. 

d. In order to reduce direct labor costs, WR-ALC proposed a direct labor workforce 
in which approximately 54% of the employees are classified as temporary or 
non-permanent employees. This substantially reduces labor costs, specifically 
fringe benefits. The practice raises s ipf icant  issues regarding the maintenance 
of depot skills and capabilities. In the opinion of the reviewers, the acceptance of 
an offer from a private firm proposing to establish a workforce comprised of 54% 
temporary workers would be questioned in the source selection and might not be 



acceptable for critical aircraft repairs. In this case, the source selection 
documentation did not address the issue. 

In the face of competition, WR-ALC developed a price offer that was not supported b; 
data or experience. The initial offer was substantially lower (approximately 40%) than the $62.2 
million best and final offer (BAFO), which became the contract price. The increase between the 
two WR-ALC offers occurred when omissions and errors in the initial proposal were uncovered 
in the audits and addressed in discussions. Sigruficant increases or decreases in prices between 
initial offers and BAFO's normally lead to major source selection questions regarding the 
offeror's understanding of the requirement. In this case, it should have raised issues with regard 
to UX-ALC's ability to project and account for costs. The labor hours, direct and indirect rates 
proposed were significanily lower than experience supports and that which is being cllarged 
C141 customers for non competitive projects. The clear objective of the WR-ALC seller team 
was "to win". 

With 28 of the scheduled 113 aircraft inducted for the CWB, a loss is being incuned, 
rnischarging of costs is taking place and reports do not accurately reflect the program cost status. 
These points are exemplified by the following: 

a From the applicable DMlF revenue and cost accounts through April 1994, costs 
incurred are $11,882,949 and revenues are 59,601,722. The cost accounts do not 
include $224,000 represented as costs accumulated manually after contract award 
and prior to the fim aircraft induction in April 1993. When added, this computes 
to a program loss of $2,505,227, through April 1994. The formal depot 
maintenance cost report for the same period, which only includes aircraft that 
have gone to final sales, reports a loss of $855,000 on costs of $2,499.000 and 
revenues of $1,644,000. 

b. The C141 PDM and CWB programs have a total of 99,782 hours charged to a 
training account fiom April 1993 through May 1994. Of this total, 84,976 hours 
or 85.2% were charged by CWB personnel. lnterviews and a review of data 
codurns that substantial portions of those charges involve employee "on the job" 
training, with direct labor hours worked on the C141 CWB charged to the training 
account. This practice understates direct labor and indirect costs (overhead and 
G&A) where costs are based on direct labor hours. It results in cost &scharging. 
Our estimate is that the practice bas understated costs to date by approximately 
63.0 million on the CWB. 

c. Indirect costs are not being allocated properly, which understates the C141 CWB. 
costs. A review of 21 support organirations found 15 charging the C141 PDM 
Resources Control Code (RCC) but not the CWB. Based on a preliminary review, 
at least 9 of the 15 suppon organizations should have substantial effort allocated 
to the Cb73, which is directly benefitting from the support, including engineering, 
human resources/adminisuation and the productiodfinancial branch. This 
misallocation understates production overhead on the CWB. 



d. The depreciation expense included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. Our 
review questioned the methods of allocating depreciation expenses and other 
practices, including the application of very conservative useful life guidelines. In 
any case, depreciation expenses allocated to the CWB for the first 7 months of FY 
94 were $1 32,756, substantially below that which was proposed and sigmlicantly 
less than appropriate. 

The contract award to WR-ALC resulting fiom the C141 CWB competition contains 
fixed prices for the basic requirement. In contrast, the Defense Management Industrial Fund 
(DMIF), ~ h i c h  supports the C 141 CWB work, operates under the principle of full cost recovery. 
This conflict between pre-established prices and fidl cost recovery provided the impetus to 
review the billing process. Based on our review of a sample of compIeted and in- process 
aircraft, an arms length billing relationship between the WR-ALC depot and its customers could 
not be established. Where the buyer is paying with appropriated O&M h d i n g ,  the h d s  were 
transferred to DMIF in the form of advance payments prior to performance. Where the industrial 
funds are also the source of the buyers' funds, periodic billings or transfers were made with no 
consistent pattern and without relation to physical progress. We were unable to rationalize unit 
contract prices plus the price of government finished material with the billings. E s  is 

I inconsistent with the structuied, an-ns length process required of private commercial firms. The 
general panern of performance, acceptance and payment was not established. It couid not be 
determined what DMIF has or will receive for CWB work, including payments for those aircraft 
which are completed. 

In estimating its costs, the WR-ALC offer was based on professional judgements, uithout 
reliance on existing standards or actual performance data. The WR-ALC accounting systems do 
not provide true product costing. In our opinion, the basic systems necessary to account for and 
manage costs in a reasonably comparable way with industry are not in place. Few internal 
controls exist. RXle the competition for the C141 CWB may have served well as a sunogate to 
achieve other management objectives, in our opinion it was unfair, costly and unnecessary. The 
offerors collectively incurred approximately $1 million in Bid and Proposal (B&P) expenses, 
most of which will be borne by the government. The administration of the contract outside of 
the normal depot process is estimated at $1.5 million. The competition itself is estimated to have 
cost $1.8 million. WR-ALC enjoyed substantid inherent and constructed advantages in the 
C141 CWB competition. As a public entity it is not held to the basic estimating and accounting 
criteria required of private defense contractors. Therefore, subjective and objective comparisons 
between the public and private offers received on the C141 CWB were practically impossible, 
whether based on price or best value. Although the disparity in proposed prices between 
WR-ALC and the lowest private fm is very significant, where public and private offerors are 
operating under different rules. the results of the competition do not provide any relative measure 
of productivity or efficiency. Rather, the sizable differences reflect aggressive pricing of a public 
depot, uithout the regulatory requirements, economic risks or penalties that a private fum would 
have to consider. 



We believe h ~ t  as the C141 depot, WR-ALC was singularly in a position to achieve 
economies of scale by combining several C141 projects to reduce aircraft downtime and costs. 
Our review leads us to h e  conclusion that WR-ALC is the most economic source for the C141 
CWB, given its overwh: lming advantages as the aircraft depot. However, WR-ALC does not 
have the systems, experience, training or internal controls that allow it to estimate costs and 
manage cost performance to specific objectives similar to that required of a private b. The 
competition did not result in HX-ALC significantly improving systems or processes to reduce or 
even measure the costs of performance. It is clear the true costs of performance will substantially 
exceed the contract price and in our opinion will only be determined by an incurred cost audit 
subsequent to performance. Nevertheless, it is also the reviewers opinion that overall C141 
CWB costs would have been reduced if the project had been assigned or allocated to WR-ALC 
without incurring the costs of an unfair competition. 



INTRODUCTION 

In November 1951, Warner Rc'-ins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) recommended to the 
Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) that it be authorized to conduct a public vs private 
competition for replacement of the C141 Center Wing Box (CWB). The decision to replace a - 

si@cant number of C141 CWB's had been made in the late 1980's. This decision resulted in 
the award of contracts F09603-87-G-0741-0049 and F09603-89-C-2585 to Lockheed 
Aeronautical Systems in September 1989 to disign a new Center Wing Box and tooling for the 
replacement, a data package, long lead forgings for main frames and 121 center wing box kits. 
The contracts were valued at approximately $149.5 million. The contracts also required 
Lockheed to perform a prototype installation to validate the design, tools, data and kits and also 
to provide technical suppon to WR-ALC in performing a prototype installation. The CWB kits, 
comprised of approximate1 y 12,000 components, were delivered late 199 1 through December 
1993. 

WR-ALC had been the assigned depot for the C141 aircraft for over 20 years. When 
authorization was received in late 199 1 to compete the CWB installation, a substantid number of 
C141 aircraft were flowing through the depot annually for program depot maintenance (PDM), a 
paint project, a speedline project and other maintenance. The depot, based on its actions prior to 
the competition decision. anticipated that the CWB work would be assigned to WR-ALC. Three 
aircraft had been inducted to perform prototype and trial CWB installations in August 1991 
(aircraft 66-0 1 3 9), September 199 1 (aircraft 64-063 1) and November 199 1 (aircraft 65-0269). 
Two matingldemating fixtures and other tooling were installed at WR-ALC. WR-ALC was 
prepared to perform the requirement when the decision was made to compete. 

There are two basic funds used at WR-ALC; the Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund 
(DMIF) and the Weapon System Fund (O&M). DMIF is a revolving f b d .  Customers receive 
maintenance sexvices &om the depot. The customer pays the bill, replenishing the DMIF's cash. 
O&M is an appropriated fund which finances those functions considered outside the depot, 
although O&M h d e d  personnel also work ~i thin the product directorates. O&M costs are 
supposed to be allocated to depot projects on the basis of a causaVbeneficia1 relationship. We 
determined that proper allocations are not taking place. 

The C141 CWB case study involved an assessment of the policies, procedures and 
practices used by WR-ALC as both "buyer" and "seller" measured subjectively against what 
would be expected of a government buyer competing a requirement in industry and a commercial 
seller in responding to the requirement. We reviewed records and data provided by the WR-ALC 
"buyer" and "seller". We evaluated the regulatory requirements, accounting principles and 
practices involved uith numerous issues. Since the source selection data is marked "Source 
Selection Sensitive," several reviewers signed nondisclosure statements. This report attempts to 
discuss the issues without revealing specific source selection sensitive or proprietary information. 
Access to Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) reports was provided. The Air Force Audit 
Agency (AFAA) would not provide access to its draft audit on the C141 CWB. 



PLANNING FOR THE COMPETITION 

In preparation tbr the competition. WR-ALC separated itself into a "buyer" team that 
would represent the procuring activity and source selection authority and a "sellern team, which 
would respond to the solicitation, organize itself for the competition and if awarded the contract, 
perform as the uinning contractor. The Commander, WR-ALC, was the Source Selection 
Authority (SSA) and essentially the leader of the buyer team. The head of the seller team was 
The Deputy, C141 Program. Based on a review of data and numerous interviews, the 
administrative separation of the buyer and seller appeared to be successM. It does not appear 
that information was exchanged between team members even though the separation forced 
people, who were accustomed to working together, to not share information. Subsequent to the 
C141 CWB competition, an Air Force Material Command (AFMC) policy was issued which 
would have precluded the Commander, WR-ALC from serving as the Source Selection 
Authority. The revised policy would eliminate the appearance of a conflict of interest in future 
competitions, which exists when a depot acts as a buyer and seller, with the Source Selection 
Authority as part of the buyer team. 

As the "buyer" team organized the solicitation and source selection, the "seller" team 
continued with what it had been doing prior to the decision to compete. The seller team 
proceeded to complete the CWB prototype and two trial installations. A fourth aircraft was 
inducted in January 1992. (aircraft 65-0276), for another trial installation. The prototype and 
three trial installations were completed between December 1991 and October 1992, after the 
decision to compete and during the conduct of the source selection. The data for the prototype 
and trial installations are shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 

In addition to performing on the trial installations, the WR-ALC seller also looked for 
lvavs to scrub its estimates based on professional judgements. W'hile this is a desirable reaction 



to competition, the buyer must ensum "cost realismn where the depot will in fact recover its full 
costs. 

A solicitation was issued on M a  :h 26, 1992, for the installation of 106 CWB's. Material, 
in the form of the kits being produced by Lockheed, was to be government furnished material 
(GFM) to the successful offeror. Three kits had been procured encompassing the CWB, the 958 
frame and wing station 77, which would be required for each CWB installation. 

The seller team at WR-ALC was comprised of knowledgeable production and financial 
personnel who, based on discussions and interviews, felt great pressure to win the competition 
for the depot. Despite extensive personal experience with the C141 program and the CWB 
prototypeltrial installation experience, they started with a "clean sheet of paper". The standards 
established for the C141 were not used, since they were believed to be overstated. The data on 
the prototype and trial installations also was not used because it reflected training and other 
inefficiencies. Essentially, labor was estimated based on professional judgement. Since the 
C141 had approximately eight different Resource Control Centers (RCC's), it was desirable to 
establish a single, separate RCC for the CWB. This was accepted by DCAA. The seller 
estimated overhead and general and administrative (G&A) expenses for the new RCC, again 
based on professional judgement. While the review of past experience, the development of new 
improved processes and a questioning of methodologies are also desirable reactions to 
competition. such actions on the part of the seller place an additive burden on the buyer to ensure 
the results are reasonable or realistic, since the public depot will recover all costs. 

In contrast. the private offerors had far less opportunity for creativity. They were 
submitting firm fixed prices for the basic requirement. Two private firms developed their offers 
using the data package and limited historical experience on reiated aircraft projects. The 
companies approved indirect rates were used. The third private competitor, Lockheed 
Aeronautical Systems, used protop-pe hours excluding non-recuning hours, balanced uith a 
separate bonoms-up estimate using new production techniques. It also established a separate 
production base for the project. 

THE SOURCE SELECTION 

The solicitation for 106 CWB installations closed on M ; ~  1 1, 1992. Offers were received 
fiom three private firms: Lockheed, CTAS and AERO in addition to WR-ALC. The "buyern 
evaluated offers and conducted discussions with the offerors during June and July 1992, issuing 
clarification and deficiency requests. In August 1992, the solicitation was amended to increase 
the projected quantity from 106 to 113. Revised proposals were received in September 1992, 
followed by additional discussions with the offerers. At this time, DCAA also reviewed the 
WR-ALC offer and provided the WR-ALC buyer vcith its report and comments. On October 3 1, 
1992, a request for best and final offers (BAFO) was issued. WR-ALC's response to the BAFO 
was to substantially increase its price, reacting to the deficiencies and weaknesses addressed in 



Figure 3 

Labor kites were estimated based on a plan to employ a substantial number of 
"temporary" workers. The use of the term "temporary" may be a misnomer, in that many of 
these workers are employed for 3 years or more. The approach reduces labor costs in that the 
fiinge benefits, which amount to approximately 20.54% of an employees pay, are partially 
eliminated. Temporary workers on the C141 CWB comprise 54% of the workforce. Although 
thls practice allows the depot to reduce labor costs and react to other hiring restrictions, it raises 
other serious issues filthregard to the maintenance of skills and capabilities. 



Production overhead was projected based on a separate Resource Conuol Center f .r  the 
CWB with the base being direct labor hours. Production overhead rates for wch of the cor cract 
years are provided in Figure 4, with a contrast provided for the non-competitive C141 PDM: 

Figure 4 

Our review raises significant questions in allocating production overhead cost. Where 
O&M funded people who support the C141 CWB contract are not being allocated to the 
program. the production overhead is being understated. We could not discern differences that 
would justify the disparite projections, other than the nature of the program, in that: CWB was 
competitive. PDM was non-competitive and the allocation tables, which are intended to 
apportion indirect labor, are not current. 

The G&A pool encompasses all the production directorates and is allocated based on 
direct labor hours. To the extent that direct labor hours are understated overhead and G&A are 
understated also. Our review indicates the G&A pool does not include all expenses as defined in 
Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) 41 0. A strong argument can be made that WR-ALC should 
use a cost input base versus direct labor hours in allocating G&A expenses. The G&A base and 
rates used in the WR-ALC offer are provided in Figure 5: 

Figure 5 

With regard to each of these major element of costs, the WR-ALC seller took a "new 
look" at what it was doing and priced aggressively. The review of data led us to conclude that 
changes to substantive processes or procedures generally did not precipitate lower CWB 
estimates. Rather. the reductions reflected professional judgements and administrative changes, 
some o i  which are believed to be motivating or causing the mischarging of costs 



during performance. It is significant indeed when the production overhead rate, for example, can 
differ by $10.00 an hour between the PDM and CWB projects, with tht higher rate reflecting 
historical data and the lower rate reflecting judgement in the face of competition. Our review 
indicates the actual rate is likely to be somewhere between the competitive and sole source rates. 
Whatever it turns out to be, the government will pay. While the sales price, which is a composite 
of direct labor, material and indirect costs and represents what customers pay per hour was being 
substantially reduced for the CWB in the face of competition, sales prices for the C141 PDM 
were increasing from $63.93 in FY 1992 to $8 1.22 in FY 1994, an increase of 27%. It certainly 
can be argued that lower prices on the competitive CWB and higher prices on the 
non-competitive PDM provides WR-ALC the opportunity in performance to achieve breakeven, 
albeit with the PDM subsidizing the CWB pro-gram. The significant price increases on PDM 
reinforce the notion that competition on the CWB drove lower prices, not lower depot costs 
resulting fiom improved processes. 

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWfREGULATION 

A review of the source selection documentation and interviews with personnel associated 
with both the buyer and seller teams, leads to the observation that as a public entity, the standards 
applied objectively and subjectively to WR-ALC were different than would normally be applied 
to a private offeror under similar circumstances. These differences are exemplified by the 
following judgements and administrative actions. some of which are now causing costs to be 
mischarged: 

1. WR-ALC did not have an approved estimating system. It was allowed to estimate 
the C 141 CWB based on professional judgement, disregarding historical data. If 
WR-ALC could be held to a furn fixed price. the issue would be irrelevant. 
However. with WR-ALC as a public depot the government will assume its full 
costs. It should not be allowed to "buy in" any more than should a private firm. 
The substantial price increase between the initial offer and BAFO provided a 
strong indication that the WR-ALC estimating process was deficient. 

2. Actions taken by WR-ALC to reduce costs, including the use of a high pircentage 
of temporary workers, would normally cause a source selection authority to 
inquire and question the practice. The record does not indicate the issue was ever 
addressed in the source selection. Normally, this would be a significant risk if 
associated. with a private firm under similar circumstances. 

3. At the time of the competition a review of the WR-ALC proposal and the methods 
used to develop the data supports the obsenration that WR-ALC was not in 
compliance with the following FAR and CAS requirements: 



a TimekeeDlne - The system by which supervisors record thr hours for 
employees is generally not acceptable. As a resdt ~f audit criq cisms, the 
system was changed whereby employees initial their time s b  t t s  every 
week. However, the system is not documented adequateIy and e lployees 
are not trained in its use. The employees continue to perceive this as an 
"attendance" system. reflecting how many hours they worked. There is 
little understanding that time must be charged to tasks on which they are 
working and that by their initialing the time sheets, they are validating the 
record. For example, in a floor check an employee did not recognize that 
12 hours in the preceeding two weeks were charged to training. In the 
pa& planners completed employee time sheets. Currently, first line 
supervisors prepare the time sheets with employees reviewing and 
initialing entries. Proper labor charging is basic to the accurate recording 
of costs. While changes at WR-AJ,C have made the timekeeping system 
more acceptable, implementing procedures and employee understanding 
remains inadequate, approximately 14 months after contract award. 

b. Controls - The processes and procedures describing how 
transactions or exceptions are to be processed are poorly documented. 
Various transactions were found to be handled differently by several 
people at different times. There appeared no routine internal process to 
validate that appropriate actions were being taken. The absence of internal 
controls with a private contractor would be considered to increase 
performance risks. Production managers do not have visibility of what 
manual entries are made to systems which provide performance data. 

c. The WR-ALC accounting system was established to 
meet the governmenr's needs as a public depot. Though it is believed to 
essentially comply uith the DOD Accounting Manual, which in some 
respects imitates the CAS, we find WR-ALC in non-compliance uith the 
following C AS standards: 

(1) CAS 403 - Requires allocation of home ofice expenses to 
segments of a business. We did not find any cost from. AFMC or 
other headquarters allocated to the C141-CWB in the proposal or 
in performance. - 

(2) CAS 402 - Requires consistency in allocating costs incurred for 
the same purpose. Direct labor costs are being reclassified as 
production overhead \vhere direct labor hours are incurred but no 
earned hours are reported. 

(3) CAS 407 - Requires standard costs and related variances to be 
accounted for at the level of the production unit. Since standard 
labor costs are not entered into the books of account, variances are 



not accumulated in the accounting records nor are they allocated to 
the reso& control centers. 

(4) CAS 410 - Requires a cost input base to be used to allocate G&A 
expenses to f d  cost objectives. U'R-ALC is using a direct labor 
base. 

( 5 )  CAS 4 1 8 - Requires proper allocation of direct and indirect costs. 
The production overhead pool does not include all allocable 
expenses for the C 14 1 C WB. D i m t  labor costs are king charged 
to training, an overhead account. 

(6) CAS 420 - Requires B&P expenses to be accumulated and 
allocated to final cost objectives on the same allocation basis used 
for G&A. This did not occur. 

The total impact of a CAS non-compliance or the continuing non-compliance cannot be 
quantified. Private contractors must have systems and processes that achieve compliance. with 
non-compliances subject to questions regarding a conmctor's "responsibilityn prior to award and 
equitable adjustments to price when non-compliances are discovered after award. This 
emphasize% the point that private' offeron have been required to comply with regulatory 
requiremen&. Public entities have not had the same requirements imposed. Thew differences 
should not be dismissed as unimportant in public versus private competition. Though changes 
have been made at KX-ALC, which would support the observation that the depot is currently 
closer to CAS compliance &an it was at the time of the solicitation. non-compliances continue to 
exist that would be unacceptable for a private h. 

COST COMPARABILITY 

Adjustments to the PR-ALC offer were made in accordance with the cost comparability 
handbook. In the pre-award environment, the record indicates that significant efforts were made 
to identify and address appropriate adjustments. While it can be argued that these adjustments 
c a w  public depots to be evaluated as though they were private companies, based on our review 
we conclude that the comparability concept fails in that the public depot does not meet & 
regulatory requirements involving estimating, timekeeping, accounting, and allocation of costs. 
Comparability adjustments cannot be made for these basic deficiencies. It was also apparent that 
in the C141 CWB competition, thc comparability adjustments had no impact on the award 
decision. The adjustments were also not being implemented in all cases after award with 
appropriate charges to indirect cost accounts. 



CONTRACT PERFORMANCE 

As of May 31, 1994, 2 aircrafi have been inducted for CWB replacement. The 
estimated program requirement is for 1 13 CWB aircraft. Of the 28 aircraft inducted, 3 have gone 
to f d  sales, 7 are completed and have been returned to the customers with the accounts open 
for trailing costs, 2 have the CWB completed but are in storage awaiting wing panels and the 
iemainirig 16 are in process. From the G072A report, costs incurred through April 1994 are 
$1 1,882,949 and revenues are $9,601,722. An additional $224,000 lhas been recorded manually, 
which is a WR-ALC seller estimate of costs incurred between contract award and the first aircraft 
induction. This data was provided by CWB program personnel in Attachment 1. This computes 
ro a loss of $2,505,227 based on the G072A reports, with no consideration to any cost 
mischarging which is taking place. This data is inconsistent with that king reported formally to 
,GMC. in accordance with current directives, which includes only those aircraft that have gone 
to f kd  sales. The formal DMC cost report (Figure 6) for the period through April 1994 reports 
revenues as $1,644,000 and costs as 32,499,000 for a loss of $855,000. This fails to capture 
current information. Given the absence of documented procedures and internal controls, in 
reviewing performance data from month to month, it must be realized that the data does not 
reflect actual costs but allocated costs. In the opinion of the reviewers, WR-ALC is a sole source 
depot who's experience and systems are focused on schedule and quality. Production personnel 
are trying to manage c o s ~  without the necessary training or tools. The culture, discipline or 
procedures are not in place to properly manage the system costs. Many of the routine financial 
reports are adjusted manually. The production users generally did not know who made the 
adjustments and why. The program people impressed the reviewers as very capable, dedicated 
and conscientious - but with few tools to pro-actively manage and little understanding of how the 
pieces of a very complex accounting system come together. The result is that cons are not being 
properly charged. The more significant mischarging is as follows: 

a. - Figure (7) represents training hours by month and cumulative from 
April 1993. the month the first C WB aircraft was inducted under the contract. A 
total of 90.805 reguIar time training hours and 8,978 ovemme training hours were 
charged to the C 141 program. Of these totals, 76,7 14 regular time hours (84%) 
and 8265 overtime hours (92%) were charged by the C141 CWB. 
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Figure 7 

Our review of records, confirmed by interviews. support the obsewation that substantial 
amounts of this training reflects hours worked on CUB production and charged as "on the job" 
training. Supervisors made these determinations without employees always recognizing that 
time was being charged to training vice CWB production. Although it was noted earlier that 
54% of the CWB employees are considered temporary employees, a one-time check on June 10, 
1994 determined that temporary employees also comprised 56% of PDM Branch "A" employees, 
55% of PDM Branch "C" employees and 37% of PDM Branch "D" employees. Therefore, the 
imbalance in training charged by C WB employees cannot -be rationalized by the . comparative 
inexperience of the naffing. Rather, we beli'eve that direct labor has been rnischarged to training 
to understate direct labor hours. Overhead and G&A are also understated on the CWB, which 
are based on direct labor hours. If it were assumed that the C141 C W  should not have more' 
hours charged to training than other C141 projects, 8,299 hours would be mischarged in FY 1993 
and 61,871 hours mischarged in FY 1994 to date. L'sing the applicable direct labor, overhead 
and G&A rates for each year, the approximate mischarging (excluding training dollars) would 
be: 



FY 1993 8299 x S 17.28 (DL) + 8,299 x 24.82 (OH) + 8299 x 52.74 (G&A) = 5372,127 
FY 1994 61,871 x 518.04 (DL) + 61,871 x 2532 (011) + 61,871 x S2.89(G&A) = $2.86 1,534 

S3233.661 

Clearly, an action charging direct labor to training would be cost mischarging under a contract 
with a private fm, subjecting the company to potentially severe financial penalties. 

b. Indirect 21 support organizations were 
reviewed in the C141 management directorate. 15 were charging the C141 
PDM-RCC but not the CWB-RCC. Our review indicates that 9 of these 15 
organizations are providing direct benefit to the CWB including codes LJCR 
Human Resources/Administration, Code LJLE engineering branch and LJCF 
production.financial branch. The misallocation of indirect costs understates 
production overhead expenses on the C 14 1 CWB (Figure 8). 

. . c. e d- included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. 
Depreciation expenses allocated to the C 14 1 CWB for the first 7 months of FY 
1994 were $132,756, far less than proposed and considered appropriate. The 
entire process of determining and allocating depreciation expense appears to be 
flawed, greatly undi-stating that which should be allocated to the contract. A 
private firm is required to follow GAAP and IRS guidelines. 

With the limited management tools available, the CWB program personnel have 
addressed their responsibilities conscientiously. Five contract data requirements list (CDRL) 
reports were reviewed, with all reports being compliant with the requirement and made on time. 
The over and above requirements being negotiated on a case by case basis appear reasonable, 
with negotiated hours in line with other production processes. Program personnel are 
agpessively addressing issues. although authority appears to be diffused with numerous people 
outside the p r o p  making decisions that impact costs and schedule. 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS 

The Depot maintenance'operations involved a network of 32 separate data systems as 
depicted by (Figure 9). While the network and system relationships are documented, the systems 
are very cdmplex. The interfaces, exception processing requirements, procedures and potential 
program management use of the systems products do not appear to be well understood. 

The system provides limited support to those responsible for managing program cost. 
schedule and performance. Based on interviews, program and production personnel have little 
knowledge of what files their inputs update or how exceptions are processed. Manual inputs are 
made without the users understanding how or why. Production directorate managers lack 
visibility on how costs in general and specifically those on G035A are accumulated or allocated 
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to the Resource Control Center. The systems do 1 ot accumulate actual direct labor hours or 
costs. The system does not have documented, eEective controls. We do not believe the 
operations managers or supervisors have accurate co * data and thus are very limited in their 
abilities to identify and address performance problems. 

BILLINGS 

DOD policy requires industrial funds to establish sales prices that permit recovery of all 
expected costs. It also requires these sales prices to be established prior to the starb of each fiscal 
year. Because sales prices are often based on assumptions that are made 3 years before the year 
in question, the relationship of these sales prices to the C141 CWB contract prices is considered 
important in evaluating the accountability of public depot performance. This relationship should 
be documented in the billing process. 

We took a sample of 4 aircraft to track CWB program h d i n g  and billings. The results 
of our reviews are that no correlation could be established between contract prices and periodic 
revenue recognition, program h d i n g  and final billings. Clearly, an arms length buyerfseller or 
depotfcustomer relationship does not exist in the h d i g  and billing processes. Each sample 
case was handled differently. Aircraft 670002, which has gone to final sales, had intra - DMIF 
billings periodically with a final debit adjustment to bring the billing in h e  with the contract 
price. The Govemment Furnished Material (GFM) with a FY 1994 DMIF price of S 1,142,5 18, 
was billed at $49.00. This was recognized as a problem and meetings were held just prior to the 
review to address the problem. Aircraft #638076 had (1) billing dated April 30, 1994, for 
$548,498. Material had been billed at $1,142,5 18. For aircraft 660147 revenues are reported on 
G035A at $342,187. There were no billings to date on this aircraft. The fourth aircraft 660158 
had costs reported on G035A through April 1994 as $13,404. The billing was $96,912, as of 
April 30, 1994. Explanations of these cases were not provided. 

With a private firm, if progress payments are authorized as they normally would be, 
monthly billings are submitted to the administrative contracting officer (ACO) who approves the 
invoice for payment. Where an overrun is being projected, as is the case on the C141 CWB, the 
ACO would normally apply a loss ratio to bring progress payments into line with physical 
progress. The billing process on the C141 CWB is not documented and each of the 4 aircraft 
sampled were processed differently, without adequate explanation. If the f b d s  transferred to 
DMIF reflect the budget vice the contract price, clearly the price established by competition 
would be irrelevant. We could not determine exactly how the funding and billing process was 
being handled given the lack of documentation and the inability to have the specific examples 
explained. Where the process does not implement a documented arms length business 
relationship as intended by the competition, it deviates substantially fiom that required of private 
f m s .  



THE COSTS OF COMPETITION 

The competition for the C14 1 CWB was conducted over approximately 9 months. Each 
of the 4 offerors maintained dedicated teams to develop proposaIs and respond to contracting 
officer inquiries. These costs are charged to Bid and Proposal (B&P) and were estimated by the 
offerors at approximately $1 million. The WR-ALC buyer provided data estimating the 
competition con at $1.8 million. With the award of the CWB, a contract administration office 
was established. Its job is to negotiate the hours for over and above tasks, verify material 
deficiencies and perform other contract administration duties. The costs of this office and 
continued buyer support are estimated at $1.5 million over the life of the contract. Using the . . 
most conservative of these estimates $4.3 mllllon was incurred to conduct the C141 CWB public 
vs private competition and to administer performance. This does not include estimates for any 
audits performed by DCA4 or the Air Force Audit Agency, which may have otherwise not been 
performed. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The C141 CWB competition was not fair in that one competitor WR-ALC had 
overwhelming advantages, as follows: 

The ability to combine CWB efforts with other C141 projects, while charging 
common costs to the other projects. 

The opportunity to perform a prototype and three trial installations. 

The ability to ignore risk associated with proposing labor standards and costs that 
placed no reliance on existing standards or historical data. 

The ability to perform analogous to a cost type contract. While it is recognized 
that Air Force policy is to hold depots accountable for performing to the contract 
price, the systems do not track actual cost. The system documentation and internal 
controls are inadequate to validate cost allocations. The managers do not have the 
tools to manage costs. 

e 

The ability to use existing accounting and reporting systems, which do not 
comply with statutory and regulatory requirements required of private f m s .  

The ability to disregard business risks. 

The potential benefits of competition in determining the most efficient producer in the 
marketplace at points in time are clear. In the C141 CWB competition, private companies 



proposed firm fixed prices with systems established to comply with statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In contrast, WR-ALC's winning offer has in substaDce been converted to a cos~ 
type contract and its systems do not and cannot comply with the same statutory and regulatory 
requirements. The offers were not comparable. While the cost comparability handbook required 
the WR-ALC buyer to address some marketplace costs that a depot would not propose, it cannot 
address the basic problems associated with business risk, accounting and estimating systems and 
the proper charging of costs. Comparability adjustments also cannot address the fact that 
WR-ALC, as a public depot, has not previously been requid to comply with Generally 
Accepted Accounting 'Principles (GAAP), Cost Accounting Standards (CAS), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR), or compete in the marketplace. 

Based on the data we reviewed and interviews, we believe adequate information was 
available up-front before the competition decision to conclude that WR-ALC, as the C141 Depot, 
could combine the CWB with other projects to provide substantial benefits to squadron 
customers both in saving aircraft downtime and costs. Similar potential did not exist in industry. 
The competition was an expensive sunogate to achieve real or imagined benefits that perhaps 
could have been addressed by training, improved systems, modem project management tools and 
increased management orientation to the cost of performance. Any claims that substantial 
savings have been achieved as a result of the competition are questionable. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
NUCLEAR ATTACK SUBMARINE DOCKING SELECTED 

RESTRICTED AVAILABILITY COMPETITIONS 
CASE STUDY 

Naval Sea .Systems Command (WAVSEA) conducted a series of publidprivate 
competitions for ship repairs in the 1992 - 1993 time h e .  Only one public shipyard was 
authorized by NAVSEA to participate in each competition to avoid pitting one agaihst another. 
The shipyard selected for our review was Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY). Work performance 
for the competitions was restricted to fhe Norfolk area due to home port considerations; 
therefqre, Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company was the sole private sector 
competitor. 

NNSY participated in four competitions involving Docking Selected Restricted 
Availabilities (DSRA's) and lost each one to Newport News Shipbuilding. We selected the three 
attack s~!bmarine (SSN) DSRA competitions for our case study. The SSN DSRA's were 
scheduled to be completed. in two months and covered a series of tasks identified in the RFP's 
statement of work by a Ship Work Line Item Number (SWLIN). The procuring activity, 
NAVSEA, requested a firm fmed price for DSRA Preparations (CLM 0001) and for DSRA 
Execution (CLM 0003). The fixed price covered all material with the exception of material 
finished by the government as  a part of a Ship Alteration (SMPALT). 

In addition to normal cost or pricing data required of public depots, NAVSEA required 
NNSY to compare its mandays and material cost proposals against the actuals reported for the 
same SWLIN's performed in a previously assigned SSN DSRA. NAVSEA also required NNSY 
to support its manyear rate proposal based on adjustments from the data used to negotiate its 
approved OSD budget manday rates. 

In December 1992, NAVSEA issued solicitation number N00024-93-R-8506 to NNSY 
and to Newport News Slipbuilding for the USS ALBANY'S DSRA. NNSY and Newport News 
submitted their initial proposals in January 1993. BAFO's were submitted in July 1993 and 
Newport News was the low offeror by 9% at a price of approximately $8.2M. 

NNSY became more aggressive in its next proposal for the USS NORFOLK DSRA 
competition. Newport News Shipbuilding won by less than three percent. NNSY then pulled 
out all the stops in its manday rate and manday estimates in the competition for the USS 
JACKSONVILLE and FMBACK DSRA's. NNSY was, in fact, the low offeror until NAVSEA 
applied a cost realism adjustment of $3.4M to its BAFO. The adjustment added over $90/day to 
the shipyard's proposed rate, driving the rate almost to its OSD budget level of over 
$427/manday for repairs. Newport News displaced NNSY as the low offeror and won. 



NAVSEA went to great lengths to level the playing field in structuring its DSRA 
competitions to counteract the fact that the public shipyard, NNSY, was not, in the long run, 
proposing costs on the same basis as the private yard. Unlike the private shipyard, NNSY would 
be reimbursed for actual costs incurred in excess of the contracts' firm fixed prices during 
execution. As a result, NNSY was required to present cost and performance details in its 
proposals designed to allow the procuring contracting officer (PCO) to perform cost realism 
analyses. The private yard was not. 

NNSY gave credence to NAVSEA's cost realism requirements by proposing downward 
adjustments to its manday rates which appeared to go well beyond the shipyard's ability to 
achieve. From our vantage point, the manday rate at $371.20 was understated by at least $26/&y 
for the ALBANY proposal. The rates proposed for the next two competitions at approximately 
$330 and $335/man&y respectively were not realistic. From the shipyard's own perspective, it 
pushed the estimating envelope as hard as it could with each successive proposal in an attempt to 
win the contract fiom Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. In reaction to what 
it considered unachievable pricing, NAVSEA applied a cost realism adjustment to the 
JACKSONVILLWINBACK proposal and displaced NNSY as the apparent low offeror. In our 
opinion, there was room to apply a cost realism adjustment on the ALBANY and NORFOLK 
proposals as well, but there was no need to since Newport News Shipbuilding was the low 
offeror for both competitions. 

NNSY was competing against a private yard with a contract manday rate of about 
$370/day. In comparison, NNSY's budget rate for non-nuclear repairs was approximately 
$427/day before recoupment.' The shipyard was not an experienced competitor against the 
private sector and has a cost accounting system designed to account for and recover costs under . 

the Defense Business Operating Fund (DBOF). It was much easier for Newport News 
Shipbuilding to compete in this environment than NNSY. 

Competition in this environment was made more difficult by the fact that NNSY does 
not control its own destiny in t e r n  of missions assigned, facilities retained or added for 
mobilization purposes, or the speed by which costs can be saved fiom personnel actions such as 
reductions in force. Given the conduct of the SSN DSRA's, we could not determine if legitimate 
manday rate differences were properly presented or considered. 

Lastly, profits and losses in the private sector are normally taken in the year in which they 
occur. This is not the case with public yards operating under DBOF which adjust manyear rates 
up or down to account for losses or gains incurred in prior years and, more recently, fiom other 
public shipyards. NNSY, for example, advised that its FYI995 stabilized rates include a 
recoupment factor of some $175/manday, most of which is to cover losses fiom other shipyards. 
Resuming competition with a manday rate of over b600fday in the case of NNSY will serve no 
purpose without NNSY being allowed to propose mariday rates and prices that reflect its planned 
performance, excluding recoupment costs applied to its rates by higher authority. 

-- ~~ 

I Recoupment refers to the Navy Comptroller's adjustment applied to the shipyard's manday rate to recover 
losses tiom the previous year. 



INTRODUCTION 

Naval Sea Systems Command conducted a series of public/private competitions for ship 
repairs in the 1992 - 1993 time h e  under the purview of the Cost Comparability Handbook. 
Only one public shipyard was authorized by NAVSEA to participate in each competition to 
avoid pitting one against another. The shipyard selected for our review was Norfolk ~ i v a l  
Shipyard (NNSY). Work performance for the competitions was restricted to the Norfolk area 
due to home port considerations; therefore, Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company 
was the sole private sector competitor. 

NAVSEA was the activity for a series of fow publidprivate competitions 
involying five ships in which Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) was a participant. Each of the 
competitions involved a Docking Selected Restricted Availability @SRA). None were won by 
NNSY. 

USS ALBANY (SSN-753) Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS NORFOLK (SSN-7 14) Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS FMBACK (SSN-670)* Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS JACKSONVILLE (SSN-699)* Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS HANCOCK @D-98 1) Newport News Shipbuilding 

Note: The DSRA work for USS FINBACK and USS JACKSONVILLE 
were competed as one package by NAVSEA. 

Four more public/private competitions involving NNSY were canceled as a result of DoD's 
decision to discontinue public versus private competition. Subsequently, two of the four 
canceled SSN DSRA's were assigned to NNSY and two were assigned to Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. 

SCOPE 

The three SSN DSRA competitions are the subject of this case study. The details of the 
competition for USS ALBANY (SSN-753) under RFP N00024-93-R-8506 were used as the 
basis for reviewing NNSYs estimating process, including the yard's rate structures and labor 
hour alIocations. The remaining competitions demonstrate the sequential, albeit unsuccessful, 
steps taken by NNSY to outbid Newport News Shipbuilding. 

NNSYs competitive data were obtained for each of the SSN competitions fiom initial 
offers through the best and frnal offers (BAFO's). The details of the USS HANCOCK 
competition were not reviewed. Reviews were conducted of wSYs overhead and G&A rate 



structures and allocations and the shipyard's labor hour estimating and recording practices. Shop 
visits and interviews with key proposal, financial and production personnel were also conducted. 
The yard's methods for projecting and negotiating stabilized rates under the Defense Business 
Operating Fund (DBOF) were a key to its DSRA proposals. Therefore, stabilized rates were 
examined in depth, particularly the mix of NNSYs shop work and the projected workload 
changes used to develop the fully burdened manday rates proposed to NAVSEA. 

Newport News Shipbuilding contract award infomation for the SSN DSRA's was 
provided by the staff of Supenisor of Shipbuilding, (SUPSHIP) Newport News. Indepth 
discussions of the private yard's DSRA performance were held with the Administrative Project 
Officer and repair office personnel. Source selection documentation at NAVSEA  as not 
reviewed nor were the resuIts of DCAA reviews. 

STRUCTURE OF THE SOLICITATIONS 

The SSN DSRA's were scheduled to be performed in two months and covered a series of 
specified tasks to be performed which were identified in the RFP's statement of work by a Ship 
Work Line Item Number (SWLM). NAVSEA requested a h fixed price for DSRA 
preparations (CLM 0001) and for DSRA execution (CLM 0003). The fixed price covered all 
material with the exception of material to be provided as government furnished as a part of a ship 
alteration (SHIPALT) package. (Documentation in CLIN 0002 was not to be separately priced.) 

The number of mandays, a fully burdened labor ratelmanday and the cost of material 
were to be identified and evaluated for each SWLM contained in the work package as well as the 
breakdown and rationale supporting overhead and G&A rates. In addition, NAVSEA required 
NNSY to justify its prices by comparing the mandays and material costs proposed against the 
actuals reported for the same SWLIN's performed in a previously assigned SSN DSRA. 

NAVSEA also required NNSY to support its overhead and G&A rate positions based on 
adjustments taken fiom the costs and mandays NNSY used to approve its OSD stabilized budget 
rates. For example, if the OSD ,budget for FY94 was based on an annual workload at NNSY of 
200,000 mandays and the shipyard's ALBANY proposal was based on an annual workload of 
250,000 mandays, then NNSY would have to present and defend its rationale for the additional 
50,000 mandays in its proposal. The same justification would have to be presented if business 
base projections used for G&A and overhead rate calculations were different in the proposal 
fiom the OSD budget data. ( NAVSEA elected to apply its own assessment of Cost 
Comparability Handbook (CCH) adjustments for the ALBANY competition rather than allow 
NNSY to propose adjustments as  indicated in the handbook. The cost comparability factors 
selected by NAVSEA were 1.0564 for NNSY and 1 .0134 for Newport News Shipbuilding. We 
did not examine the supportability of this assessment andlor its compliance with CCH since the 
adjustment did not play a role in deciding the winner of the competition.) 



USS ALBANY (SSN-753) DSRA COMPETITION 

In December 1992, NAVSEA issued solicitation number N00024-93-R-8506 to NNSY 
and to Newport News Shipbuilding for ALBANY'S DSRA work. NNSY submitted its proposal 
in accordance with the RFP by 29 January 1993 as did Newport News. During the evaluation, 
NAVSEA took exception to some of the OSD budget costs which NNSY eliminated fiom its 
proposal and to the workload forecast by NNSY. As a result, NNSY revised its cost proposal (at 
NAVSEA's direction from NNSYs perspective) in its BAFO submitted on 14 July 1993. 
Restructuring was minimal (an upward adjustment of less than one percent) and had little affect 
on the award. As shown in Figure 1, Newport News was the low offeror by 9%. 

Figure 1 

In execution, Newport News completed the ALBANY DSRA at a cost of roughly $12.0 
million with 11 change orders still to be definitized as of September 1994. SUPSHIP personnel 
attribute the growth in cost exclusively to increases in scope for three new SHIPALTS and 
considered cost controls on the original workload scope to be excellent. Contract prices were 

! believed by SUPSHIP to represent a substantial savings over assigned noncompetitive DSRA's. 

I MATERIAL COST ESTIMATES 

Material differences in the ALBANY proposal, while substantial, represented only S234K 
out of a total difference of approximately S741K. Material differences in the proposal for the 
DSRA's for USS JACKSONVILLE and USS FMBACK also did not make a difference in which 
yard won the competition. This was not the case in the NORFOLK competition where the 
difference in the material cost proposals was more than enough to swing the award to Newport 
News. 



Figure 2 

As noted in Figure 2 above, Newport News consistently underbid NNSY on material costs. 

MANDAY RATE ESTIMATXNG FOR USS ALBANY 

The difference in the W S Y  and Newport News proposals for the ALBANY DSRA was 
not quite as close as the BAFO margin shown in Figure 1. In our estimation, NNSYs proposed 
manday rate of $371.20 was understated by at least S261day because of costs being exempted 
h m  the proporal which were not consistent with the Cost Comparability Handbook (CCH) and 
because of the win rate used by the shipyard for future competitions. NNSY exempted the 
following costs from its proposal in accordance with the cost exemptions listed in a study done 
by Long Beach Naval Shipyard study dated 22 May 1990: 

Traumatic Leave and Injury $4.4 million 
Payments to NAVFAC for supervision & overhead 2.0 
C m e  Inspection 2.2 
Other 2.Q 
Total Exemptions $1 0.6 million 

These cost exemptions are not excludable under the CCH and are comparable to identical or like 
costs that would be incurred by a private competitor. Accordingly, the ALBANY manday rate 
was understated for these factors by about $8/day and proposed costs by some $1 72,000. 

In addition, NNSY proposed lower overhead and G&A costs p r  manday than those 
contained in the OSD rate, overstating its business base by predicting it would win all of the 
competitions in which it would be participating. (By using a 100% win rate, the shipyard 
increased the number of mandays to be worked by some 20% over the mandays used to establish 
the OSD rate.) If a more modest win assumption had been used , 50% for example, then the 
ALBANY manday rate would have increased by about $1 8Iday and proposed costs would have 
increased by approximately $389,000. Indirect-to-direct expense ratios for the additional 
mandays won in competition were also estimated at a lower rd.1 than the indirect to direct 



. 
expense ratio reflected in the OSD budget submission. H'e did not estimate the cost impact of 
the lower ratio. 

Based on our assessment. the addition of S26/day to NNSY's proposed manday rate 
would bring the rate to within about $30/day or 7% of its OSD budget repair manday rate of 
S427.36. Most of the S301day difference is because the mix of cost centers performing the 
ALBANY work was less expensive than the mix contained in the OSD budget rate. In addition. 
the proposed rate. reflected the ability of the supervisors to lower labor costs through such 
devices as work assignments by wage grade and overtime controls. We reviewed the methods 
used to estimate mandays by shop by SWLIN and took no exceptions to this technique. We also 
took no exceptions to the rate adjustments for improved supervisory controls. 

MANDAY ESTIMATING FOR USS ALBANY 

The estimate of 21,489 mandays proposed for the ALBANY DSRA appeared to be 
reasonable, especially when compared to the standard of 20,000 mandays used by the customer, 
Commander, Submarine Forces. U.S. Atlantic Fleet, to budget for SSN DSRA's. We also noted 
that attempting to compare DSRA mandays among boats or by SWLIN, was not feasible without 
expert insight into the details of the work actually performed. For example, we examined 16 
SWLM's cited in the ALBANY statement of work which had been performed on the 1991 
BATON ROUGE DSRA and 1989 RICKOVER DSRA.' Mandays for only two of the 16 
SWLNs were within 10% of each other for the two completed boats; seven of the 16 completed 
SWLM's differed by more than 20%. 

We also tried to compare mandays incurred on prior DSRA's with those proposed for 
ALBANY with similar results. Mandays incurred varied fiom 12,905 for a two month 
availability for USS FLYING FISH to 27,685 mandays incurred for a three month availability 
fix USS RICKOVER. The average mandays for the nine DSRA's were 18,884. Five incurred 
I :ss mandays than the 20,000 manday customer's budget standard. Four were higher. 

USS NORFOLK, JACKSONVILLE AND FINBACK PROPOSALS 

W S Y s  estimating for the ALBANY proposal was relatively conservative. The shipyard 
was much more aggressive in estimating its manday rates in the next competition but still lost the 
USS NORFOLK (SSN-714) DSRA work by less than three percent as shown in Figure 3: 

2 A docking SRA occurs once every four years, thus the reason for having to use 1990/91 data to compare 
SSN availabilities. 



Figure 3 

NNSY then became very aggressive in structuring its manday rates and mandays for the 
competition covering the DSRA's for USS JACKSONVILLE (SSN-699) and USS FINBACK 
(SSN-670). The shipyard was, in fact, the low offeror with a price of $13.9 million until 
NAVSEA made a cost realism adjustment of almost $3.4 million to the shipyard's offer on the 
basis of a DCAA desk audit of the shipyard's costs. To the best of our knowledge, NNSY was 
not given the opportunity to discuss andlor negotiate this adjustment. The manday rate 
adjustment displaced W S Y  as the low offeror and Newport News won the competition by about 
4% as shown in Figure 4: 

Figure 4 
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The NAVSEA adjustment added $90.64 to NNSY's manday rate, raising it to a rate 
almost the equal of NNSYs FY94 OSD budget manday rate for repair work of $427.36/day. The 
FY94 repair rate with re~ou~ment was $449.76/day. Mandays apparently were not questioned. 
NNSY did not protest the adjustment to the best of our knowledge. 

NEWPORT 
NEWS 

21,417 

$369.16 

58,743,275 

$837,000 

MYSY 

23,695 

$329.68 

S8,967,048 

$1,155,017 



DCAA INVOLVEMENT 

DCAA's involvement in the h 3 S Y  public vs. private competitions was considerably less 
than that with A m y  and Air Force competitions. NAVSEA did not request that DCAA perfom 
on-site reviews of any of the shipyard's price proposals. Instead, DCAA's Capital Branch, - - 

performed cost realism reviews o f  selected NNSY submitted wst estimates. This procedure 
entailed desk reviews of NNSY proposal packages and the use of cost history available within 
NAVSEA files to evaluate proposed costs. These cost realism reviews were not performed on all 
of NNSYs price proposals. 

TIME RECORD ACCOUNTING 

An informal check concerning the accuracy of the time record accounting system was 
performed. Employees no longer fill out timecards; this function is performed by the foremen 
using the automated administrative tool called SUPDESK. Shipyard personnel state that 
SUPDESK and other initiatives have increased the accuracy of time accounting significantly 
over the past several years. Continued improvements were considered necessaxy and were 
expected. 

The shipyard is operating under the Cost/Schedule Control System (CSCSS), the formal 
project cost accounting system that all the shipyards were directed to implement by NAVSEA. 
The genesis is Department of Defense Instruction 5000.2 which was initially developed by DoD 
for management of major defense programs. The shipyards are monitored by NAVSEA for 
compliance to this system. Since the shipyard did not win any of these competitions, a review of 
performance reporting could not be conducted. 

NNSY is also changing the philosophy it uses to manage ship overhaul work. This 
change has been evolving over the past several y e a .  from a trades and shop managed concept to 
a new management approach called BAIM (Baseline Automated Industrial Management) which 
empowers an overhaul superintendent with total management control over budgets, labor, and 
schedule. BAIM had no impact on the proposals discussed in this study. 

RECOUPMENT RATES 

W S Y  personnel were not optimistic regarding their ability to compete successfully for 
business. Losses incurred by other yards were claimed to have added about $143/manday to 
NNSYs FY 1995 stabilized rate. Its overall rate with that adjustment exceeds $600/manday, a 
rate at which NNSY believes it cannot compete for scarce customer dollars. particularly since 
customer budgets have not been adjusted to make this rate affordable. 



CONCLUSIONS 

NAVSEA went to great lengths to level the playing field in stxucturing its DSRA 
competitions to counteract the fact that the public shipyard, NNSY, was not, in the long run, 
proposing costs on the same basis as the private yard. Unlike the private shipyard, NNSY would 
be reimbursed for actual costs incurred in excess of the contracts' firm fixed prices during 
execution. As a result, NNSY was required to present cost and performance details in its 
proposals designed to allow the contracting officer to perform cost realism analyses. The private 
yard's offer was a fm fmed price. Cost realism was not performed. 

NNSY reacted to NAVSEA's cost realism requirements by proposing downward 
adjustments to its manday kites which-appeared to go well beyond the shipyard's ability to 
achieve. We believe the manday rate at S371.20 was understated by at least $26/day for the 
ALfiANY proposal. The rates proposed for the next two competitions at approximately $330 
and %335/manday respectively were not realistic. 

From the shipyard's own perspective, it pushed the estimating envelope as hard as it could 
~ l t h  each successive proposal in an attempt to wrest the contract fiom Ne~-port News 
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. In reaction, NAVSEA eventually applied a cost realism 
adjustment to the JACKSONVILLE/FINBACK proposal which displaced NNSY as the apparent 
low offeror. In our opinion, there was room to apply a cost realism adjustment on the ALBANY 
and NORFOLK proposals a s  well, but this was unnecessary since Newport News Shipbuilding 
was the low offeror for both competitions. 

NNSY is competing against a private yard with a contract manday rate of about 
S370lday. In comparison, NNSY's OSD budget rate for non-nuclear repairs was approximately 
5427lday before recoupment. The shipyard was not an experienced competitor against the 
private sector and has a cost accounting system designed to account for and recover costs under 
the Defense Business Operating Fund (DBOF). It was much easier for Newport News 
Shipbuilding to compete in this environment than NNSY. 

Competition in this environment was made more difficult by the fact that NNSY does 
not control its own destiny in terms of missions assigned, facilities retained or added for 
mobilization purposes, or the speed by which costs can be avoided h m  personnel actions such 
as reductions in force. 

Lastly, profits and losses in the private sector are normally taken in the year in which they 
occur. This is not the case with public yards operating under DBOF which adjust manyear rates 
up or d o ~ n  to account for losses or gains incurred in prior years and, more recently, from other 
public shipyards. NNSY, for example, advised its FY1995 stabilized rates include a recoupment 
factor of some % 175/manday, most of which is to cover losses fiom other shipyards. Resuming 
competition with a manday rate of over $600/day in the case of NNSY \ i l l  serve no purpose 
without conside-ation being given to not requiring depots to include in its proposed prices 
recoupment of p. ior year losses. 
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SUBJECT : Coopers & L):branc$, Ucy?oi !.:c?in',e:2snce ?ublic Versus 
Privaie Competition Report, March 1995 

1. PURPOSE: To provide informayion on wl~y Tobyhanna A r m y  Depot is 
rated the most cost efficient depo t  within the Army and The DOD. 

2. FACTS: 

BACKGROUND: 

o Coopers & Lybrand conducted an extensive review of policies, 
p~-ocedures, and practices employed by 6 DOD Depots, two from 
each service, engaged in public vs. private competition to 
determine if the ?laying field was level regarding cost 
estimating and financial accounting systems integrity. 

o The 6 maintenance depots reviewed were: Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Annistoon A r m y  Depot, Ogden ALC, IiJarner F,obizs -%LC, Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, arid the Naval .4viation Depot Jacksonville. 

* 

COOPERS & LYBRAND'S OBSERVATIONS WLE: 

. , . -. .;; ! -? o To3yhanna1s as?roach co coix?etitio- was ';5~rcu~n, professlo?ai 
2Jc...- --- ?." 2nd ' - - .. ...--. L L U .  

. - ,  . The ~ i > , ~ l : ~ ~ ~ ~ s  2 2 ~  zlcz z -z l< t \ , -  zf " - k \ ~ - = - - :  A -- , - -  ' - c ~ s r f , q > - T = - p , =  - -...-.., - c'- - -: 

/,., : -/ y --cQ ----  -- - co2:racc is i x ~ - ~ s s i ~ ~ ? .  T h  ~ 2 2 ~ : '  s m n a q e a e n r  sZ 
I ' naierkel or~erlnz, sse? and  coscs  chrougho.~~ ,>? co;;crac: ;,.as 

e>:cellent . 

COOPZRS & LYSFAND'S CONCLUSIONS WERE: 

o T h e r e  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  o b s e r v e d  between d e p o t s  i n  

Y " / ~  e s t i m a t i n g  a n d  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  c o s t s ,  t h e  Tobyhanna A m y  Depot  w a s  
t h e  "only"  d e p o t  t h a t  approached  r e g u l a t o r y  compl i ance  a n d  sound 
b u s i n e s s  p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  w e  c o n s i d e r e d  c o q a r a b l e  t o  a p r i v a t e  
f i r m .  - .  

o I n  p e r f o - m n c e ,  Tobyhanna A-my Depot p e r s o n n e l  d e m o n s t r a t e d  an  
"< -;/ ! " e x c e l l e n t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  c o s t  a c c o u n t i n g .  



Other corroborating cost data, relecting actual financial 
performance for the two most recently completed fiscal years, is 
provided below: 

BID RATE COMPARISON 

TOBYHANNA 
OGDEN ALC 

COST COMPARISON 

FY-93 FY-94 
TOBYHANNA $59.33 $ 6 3 . 3 7  
OGDEN ALC $64.71 $ 7 6 . 8 8  

Based upon accual performance, Tobyhanna would have executed 1.5M 
direct labor hours of effort at a $8,070,000 savings vs. the OGDEN 
ALC in FY93. In FY94, the delta would have risen to $20,265,000, 
for a combined two year savings of $28,335,000. It is important to 
note that while the rates for OGDEN ALC continue to rise, the 
approved FY96 rate for Tobyhanna is $59.95, a 26% decrease from the 
precvious year, and a rate that is more indicative of the value 
contained in the Tobyhanna rate structure 

CONCLUSION 

Analysis of the data yields the conservative conclusion that a 
recurring annual savings of $20M, in favor of Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
is likely, based upon a 1.5M d i r e c t  labor  hour p r o j e c t i o n .  The 
current cost deltas between the various elements of the two 
installations are those which are most likely to increase. As an 
example, a 3% inlationary labor increase to Tobyhanna's labor rate 
would result in $.65 being added to the following years  rate. In 
comparison, Che same increase to the OGDEN would add $ . 8 4  to t h e i r  
ra te .  Therefore, it can be said that the recurring savings amount 
would increase in each successive year. 



Document S epai-ator 



FACILITY CAPACITY 

-----.-__ 

Function, dot: square footage, is the determinative factor when 
constructing or occupying a building. The building is constructed 

"electronicn function. 

to different criteria depending upon its functioa, i . e . ,  a "heavy 
industriall1 (mechanical/heavy iron/vehicle/aircraft/ship) or an 

I 
3 .  A "heavy industrialn building for example, will require high 
bay areas, heavy duty cranes, large equipment areas, ventilation 
and exhaust system, and large cargo doors. Letterkenny's 
facilities are predominately nheavy industrialw buildings, with the 
exception of one missile f a c i l i t y .  

4 .  An nelectr~nic" building, on the other hand, will require 
enclosures with temperature and humidity controls, physically 
secure (RFI/EMI) areas, clean rooms, static dissipative floors, 
greater power requirements (400V, OBVDC, air conditioning, etc.), 
an abundance of comnrunications senrices (telephones, computers, 
secure lines, fax machines, fiber optics, etc.), and the 
environment must be n c l e a a 9 r  free of dust and other pollutants. 
This type of building is necessary for the sensitive 
comunications-electronics equipment which is workloaded at 
Tobyhanna. 

5. "Hea -industrialw and nelectronicn buildings are not 
interchangeable. "&cavy lnaustrialw bu-, like t h ~ ~ e  a t  
~ e m e n n ~ ,  cannot be easily or cost-effectively converted to 
"electronicn facilities like those at Tobyhanna. 
I 

6 "Heavy industrial type structures will, because of intended 
use, have more square feet dedicated to a typical work position 
than an nelectronicn t e  of facility. This can create the 
illusion of additional capacity that cannor be easily converted to 
a'more soghisticated type ot woricioaa. * - 







BRAC 95 MILITARY ANALYSIS DRIVEN BY... 
COMPUTATION 



TISE ATTACHED l1 VALIDATED NET OPERATING RESULTS CHART DISPLAYS 
THE PUBLISHED/AUDXZIABLE NET OPERATING RESULTS (NOR), A MBASURE OF 
PROFITABILITY, FOR THE DESCOM DEPOTS. THESE RESULTS SHOW THAT 
T O B Y W A  HAS BEEN ABLE TO PERFORM ITS MAINTENANCE MISSION WITHIN 
TTS RATE STRUCTURE WHILE LETTERKENNY HAS EXPERIENCED SOMX MAJOR NOR 
LOSSES. 
THIS IS A REFLECTION OF TOBYHANNA'S ABILITY TO MANAGE ITS 

BUSINESS AND PROVIDE ITS CUSTOMERS THE BEST V U m .  IF INSTALLATION 
REVENUE RATES ARE TO BE USED TO COMPARE TOAD AND LEAD, THE CHART 
DATA IS IMPORTANT FOR TWO SfGNIFICANT REASONS* FIRST, THE 
CREDIBILITY OF RATES PROVIDED BY DEPOTS SHOULD BE HIGHER AT THOSE 
WITH LONG TERM HISTORIES OF PROFITABILITY (NOR GAINS). SECONDLY, 
DEPOTS WITH CONSISTENTLY LARGE GQSSES NEED TO RECOUP THESE LOSSES 
THROUGH RECURRING RATE INCREASES ( S U R C m G E S )  , WHICH INCREASE COST 
TO THE CUSTOMER, 

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE RATES FOR FY95 INCLUDE 
S U R C W G E S  DESIGNED TO GENERATE LARGE PROFITS AT EACH OF THE DESCOM 
DEPOTS TO OFFSET DESCOM LOSSES AM3 REIMBURSE THE JOINT LOGISTICS 
SERVICING CENTER ( JLSC)  FOR SUPPORT. AT THE CLOSE OF FY95, EACH 
DESCOM DEPOT WILL RECEIVE A "BILL" FOR THESE COSTS, WHICH THE 
DEPOTS SHOULD REGARD AS "ACCOUNTS PAYABLE I f .  FOR LETTERKENNY, THE 
BILL I S  $28M. THROUGH MARCH O F  FY95, LETTERKENIVY HAS A $ 5 . 2 ~  NOR 
LOSS, AGAf NST A YEAR- END PIAN OF $1. OM GAf R ,  ASSUMING THAT 'JXEY 
CAN IMPROVE TO THETR PLAN BY FY END, THEY WILL STILL SUFFER A $27M 
ACCUMULATED OPERATING RESULT LOSS ($l,OM GAIN -$28.OM B I L L ) .  THIS 
LOSS WOULD HAVE TO BE RECOUPED IN THEIR FY97 RATES. AT THEIR 
CURRENT WORKLOAD LEVELS, THIS WOULD RESILT IN A $27 SURCHARGE BEING 
ADDED TO THEIR FY97 RATE ($2 7M/1M I' 97  " HOURS WORKED I N  l1 97 " ) . SUCH 
AN INCREASE WOULD W I D m  THE RATE GAP BETWEEN TOAD AND LEAD TO MORE 
THAN $50 AN HOUR. 

TOBYHANNA, ON THE OTHER H?UW, HAS CONSISTENTLY MANAGED EXPENSES 
AM3 WORKLOAD TO PRODUCE OPERATING GAINS (POSITIVE NORs), WHICH &RE 
RE-ED TO O m  C!TJSTOMERS IN T?£E FORM OF A CREDIT- THROUGH APRIL 
FY95, THE TOBYKANNA MAINTENANCE MISSION HAS A GAIN, AND fS WBLL ON 
ITS WAY TO EXECUTING THE PLANNED YEAR-END GAIN OF $34. OM. THIS 
WILL MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR ANY SURCHARGES ON FUTURE 
WORKLOAD, 
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Paladin Enterprise 

1. Background, I 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) joined with United Defense LP (UDL, 

formerly FMC Corporation), in an arrangemenk to produce t h e  M109A 
Paladin on LEAD property. 

UDL was awarded a contract to convert 630 M109A2/3 Howitzers into 
M109A6 Paladin Howitzer Systems. UDL located a production operation in 
a warehouse at LEAD. The Army signed a Facilities Use Agreement which 
authorizes UDL to occupy the warehouse on a rent-free basis. uDL 
invested approximately $3.3 M in renovations. The warehouse will be 
returned to the Army upon termination of the agreement. 

A Facilities Use Agreement was signed in May of 1993. It will be 
in effect through December of 1998, with a one year option to extend 
through 1999. 

2 .  The Paladin Enterprise is not a true teaming or partnering venture 
with private industry. Rather, it is a ulessor/lesaee~ relationship 
between LEAD and UDL. LEAD does no work for  UDL or any other 
contractor. LEAD o n l y  rebuilds the M109A chassis and performs some 
testing with the contractor under a routine fund transfer (MIPR) with 
the Paladin Program Manager for the Army. In essence, LEAD'S work in 
rebuilding the chassie is  simply Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) to 
UDL . 

3. The Paladin Enterprise is a short-term p r o j e c t .  The arrangement 
expires in 1998; there is no guarantee that the one-year option will be 
exercised. There is some ques t ion  about the continued viability of the 
Paladin. This system failed to make the Congressional procurement list 
for Fiscal Year 1995. 

*---- .  ----.--- -- 
cc-- -7 ___I______? 

i 4. When the arrangement with UDL terminates, the renovated warehouse at 
LEAD is a prime candidate to excess for conversion to private industry 

! reuse. Because this warehouse is surrounded by other warehouses, the 
I entire area could be transitioned to private reuse as, for example, an 

industrial park or storage complex. \ /.- - 
LEAD was the source of repair of the M109A2 Howitzer. I n  a 1993 

public-to-private competition, LE;AD lost Howitzer workload to private 
industry. 

6 UDL has recently purchased the assets of a competitor, BMY of York, 
Pennsylvania, which is in close proximity of LEAD. Industry speculation 
has it that Department of Defense cutbacks may force UDL to close its 
large San Jose, California facility to cut costs, and transfer any 
remaining workload and equipment to the York, Pennsylvania facility. 
Under this scenerio, UDL may have no further use for the LEAD facility 
because operations could be consolidated in York. 



COST VS RATES 

"COST VS RATES" IS A FLAWED ANALYSIS. IT TAKES TOBYHANNA'S 
OVERHEAD COSTS, BASED ON 3.938M DIRECT LABOR HOURS (DLHs) , AND 
LETTERKENNY'S OVERHEAD COSTS, BASED ON 1.696M DLHS, AND THEN 
ATTEMPTS TO SPREAD EACH OF THOSE OVER A MILLION DLH BASE. (see 
Computation below) THIS COMPUTATION ASSUMES THAT TOTAL OVERHEAD 
COST WOULD REMAIN THE SAME DESPITE THE FACT THAT, UNDER THEIR 
PROPOSED SCENARIO, TOBYHRNNA' S HOURS WOULD BE REDUCED BY 2.938M 
HOURS ( A  75% WORKLOAD REDUCTION) BUT LEWERKENNY WOULD BE REDUCED 
BY ONLY 696K HOVRS (A 41% WORKLOAD REDUCTION). 

COMPUTATION 
TOTAL L E M  

WORKLOAD (HOURS 1 OVERHEAR COST 'I SCENARIO " COST/ 1M 

TOBYHANNA 3,938,000 $80,978,854 1,000,000 DLH $81.00 

LETTERKENNY 1,696,000 $ 7 0 , 6 2 7 , 9 8 7  1,000,000 DLH $71.00 

THIS EXERCISE SEEN3 TO BE AN ATTEMPT TO EXPLAIN THE H I G H  OVERKEAD 
RATE AND S T R U C m E  OF LETTERKENNY BY PROJECTING THE COST OF Ul 
ASSfinulE;D L W E L  OF DIRECT EFFORT THAT XS VASTLY DIFFERENT FROM THE 
EXECUTION OF EITHER DEPOT, AND SUBSTANTIALLY LESS THAN THE DLH 
BASIS USED TO DlWELOP THE COSTS IN THE EXAMPLE. 

THE TRUE COST FOR A MILLION HOURS OF EFFORT HAS BEEN AND WILL 
ALWAYS BE, THE PUBLISHED BID RA'SE FOR THAT DEPOT. TOBYHANNA'S 
~ m m w  PORTI-m IS $2 '1 .01  AND LETTERKENNY'S 
FY95- PORTION IS $43.28. LETTERKENNY' S OVERHEAD RATES (AND 
TRUE COSTS) E HIGHER THAN TOBYHANNA'S BECAUSE W I L E  THEIR 
WORKLOAD IS 57% LESS THAN TOBYHANNA'S, THEfR OVERHEAD STRUCTURE IS 
ONLY 13% LESS THAN T O ~ ~ ' S .  

~- -.- 

COST = RATES 

THE ACTUAL COST TO CUSTOMER IS THE REQUIRED L N E L  OF DIRECT 
LABOR HOUR EFFORT TIMGS THE PUBLISHED BID RATE FOR A DEPOT, USING 
LETTERKENNY' S ASSUMPTION OF 1M DLH, THE ACTUAL COST FOR FY95 IS AS 
FOLLOWS : 

REQUIRED LEVEL COST 
PUBLISHED BID RATE OF DLH SUPPORT TO CUSTOMER 

TOBYHANNA $80 .71  1,000,000 DLH $80,710,000 
LETTERKENNY $98,32 1,000,0-Q0 DLH $98,320,000 

THE LETTERKENNY 'SCENARIOm ASSUMES TIIAT THE CUSTOMBR IS AT TEE 
ME;RCY OF' THE DEPOTS COST STRUCTURE. I T  IS  NOT. RATES ARE BUILT 
SIX MONTHS PRIOR TO THE FY START. WHEN CUSTOMERS RECEIVE THEIR 
BUDGETS, THEY CAN DECIDE PLACE WORK BASED UPON CAPABILITY AND 
AFFORDABILITY, i . e . ,  THE PUBLISHED BID RATES AT A PARTICULAR DEPOT. 
THIS PROCESS STABILIZES THE CUSTOMERS BUDGET AND REWARDS DEPOTS 
WITH EFFICIENT COST STRUCTURES AND LOWER RATES, WHICH IS THE GOAL 
OF THE STZBILIZED RATE PROCESS. 
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DEFENSE LQGISTICS AG?i3iCY STORAGE 

The Defense ~ogistics Agency (DLA) caparison of key storage 
capability/capacity provided by Letterkenny A m y  Depot to the 
BRAC 1995 Camission is an apples and oranges ccrrq?ariaon; data 
was distorted to favor Letterkemy. To provide an apples to 
apples comparison, the following analysis (based on the latest 
805 Storage Management Report, 31 Dec 94) is provided: 

DLA Total Attainable 8brarre Volume (cubic fret) 

Letterkenny showed the following data as it relates to 
Letterkenny and Tobyhanna: 

totals t h a t  Letterkenny showed includen both Shed and 
O t h e r  Storage space categories from the 805 report. This space 
i's inadequate for the storage of most material and is considered 
inferior storage space, i . e .  Other atorage space is defined as 
space used for etorage in a building that w a s  designed far other 
than storage (e.9. a barracks, a quonset hut, etc.). The A+nryts 
militaty value aeseswaeat ueed only general gurpoae warehouses, 
both heated and unheated, far the rsupply capacity measurement for 
just that reason. The Army's method presents a true 
representation of capacity to support a depot maintenance 
operation and the type of storage required. A proper adjustment 
ia reflected in the following: 

LEAD 
14,082,000 f t3  

Toby- has more cubic feet of proper storage apace than 
Letterk-y. 

PZA Het; Covezed .,Storaue Space (8-e 2-t;) 

Again in this category Letterkenny distorted Facts to show a 
higher rating. The following is the data presented by Letterkenny 
to the BRAC C m i e s i o n :  

Utilizing the Army's BRAC 95 military value assessment data 
fo r  supply capacity results in the fallowing fair and audited 
comparison: 

LEAD 
1,195,000 f t2  

TOAD 
1,231,600 ft2 



T Q ~ ~  b s g l  more square feet o f  gt-sz atorage space a8 
used and audited fax the Army's B W  95 process thaa Letterkeazay. 

DLA D m & g  

While Letterkenny shows a large amount of Improved Outside 
Storage, thi8 gpace has not been audited to reflect the 
definition of "being graded and hard surfaced or prepared w i t h  
topping of some suitable materials so  aa to permit effective 
materials handling operations,"Much of this L e t t e r k e ~ y  storage 
is in unimproved fields. 

The use of thia type  of storage is contrary to current Army 
guidmce to get material under roof and protected from the 
elements. Most materidl~ cannot be stored outside without cover; 
uncovered storage results in severely decreased lifespan for 
equipment. 

~ Q - c . c Y ' D . ~ A c ~  B.ia-hka 11 . Elaxt3 Stt~racre 
At-tainable Cubic,,. -Fee& 

Tobyhanna has additional Bin Storage in our new, state-af- 
the-art, Automated Storage and Retrieval System (ASRS) . The 
ASRS provides a fully automated bin system, i n  which bins  are 
computer picked and retrieved, thereby reducing manpower and 
costs significantly. This storage, consisting of wer 13 ,000  
bins or an additional 115 ,000  cubic feet, will handle all future 
requirements placed upon Tobyhanna without the  need for 
expansion. 

DfLA T o b l  HazarcMus Material Sta+aue Smaoe Q x a s ~  S v  

Letterkenny reports Hazardous Material Storage capacity of 
118,000 square feet. 

The Letterkenny facility i s  managed by DLA. T~byhanna'a 
Hazardous Material Storage facility is managed by Tobyhanna, not 
the local DLA. ~ h i a  significant difference between the 
management of these t w o  facilities results in Letterkenny paying 
DLA for every issue and receipt from storage. Tabyhanna does not 
have to pay this cost and this represents a major cost savings 
for work done at Tobyhanna. 

Heated warehouse storage is recognized as premium space for 
storage and ia the required storage for many systems, components 
and items. The following is a comparison that reflects thia 
premium category: 



LEAD - 
230,000 f t 3  

Tobyhama has over 30 times the amount of premium (heated 
warehouse) storage space that Letterkenny has. To upgrade the 
Letterkenny facilities to m e e t  this type of storage capability 
would cost in the hundreds of milLions of dollars. 
Additionally, the Coat of Supplies in Storage (COSTS) and the 
Cost of Materials in Storage (COMXS) increase significantly for  
materials (electronic assemblies, systems, e tc . )  tha t  are stored 
in unheated enviroments. It is not aurprisfng that L e t t e r k e ~ y  
historically has higher COSIS/COMIS requirements than Tobyhanna. 
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SUBJECT: Congressman Shuster Briefing to BRAC, 4 May 1995 

1. Briefing suggests that undex COBRA, missile workload t-afer 
t a  TOAD costs nothing (see attached chart) . In reality, BRAC 
estimate for that t ranafer  is $3-5M. GAO validated that 
estimate. The BRAC 93 estimate waa $42M. Since that t h e ,  
however, newly completed facilities at TOAD, decreases in rnisshle 
workIaad,and m o o g ,  ac&iaratias,t f o r  the lower 
estimated cost  of $3-5M under current BRAC. And even the GAO, in 
their April 1995 report nMilitary Basesn, concluded that 
nAssuming no significant additional coats are identified, the 
inclusion of the $3-5M in the COBRA would have no impact on the 
current R O I .  . 

2 .  Briefing maintains the o n e - t h e  coat to transfer DDLP (the DLA 
operation at Letterkennyl i s  $44.9M (see attached chart) . 
Actually, the transfer could be accomplished as a phased-in 
transfer over an extended period. Movement of DLA 8tocks would 
be minimized by re-directing f i e l d  returns to the gaining DLA 
s i t e ,  rather than to LEAD. This approach would gradually a t t r i t  
the DDLP stocks and significantly reduce costa. Additionally, DLA 
and item managers are aggressively purging excess/obsolete stocks 
from their  inventories, which would further reduce atack transfer 
costs, 

3 .  Briefing estimates Contractor/Interim Contractor Support 
(ICS) costs of $ 7 0  -1OOM far missile wuxkload tranaf er (see 
attached chart). However, transfer could be a c c ~ l i s h e d  without 
ICS, throuuh a carefully manaued. phasedtraasfert~t 
as w a 3  done when SAAD workload was transferred to TOAD as result 
of earlier BRAC-directed competitions. H ~ o r i c a l l y ,  Tobyhaana 
has not re ' ecT Il1S f o r  BRAC transfers fromZexington, SAm, or 
~ii i  . R i l l i %  h w  I CS been required for competition wins. Thefe 
1s g~ reason that this transition should differ from past 
experience 

4 .  Briefing lists over $48M in tenant transfer casts excluding 
DDLP (see attached chart). While those costa m i g h t  be at least 
plausible under a "complete closurew scenario, the BRAC 
recommendation on LEAD is merely a realignment. ma under the 
realignment araposal, tenants could remain at their present 
locations even after realiment and could avoid the large tenant 
t t  - -- - 
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NAME: Tobyhanna Army Depot 

~ S S I O N :  Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest c u ~ i c a t i o n s -  
electronics fabrication and overhaul facil ity in the Department 
of Defense (DoD) , c~vering approximately 1,345 acres, including d 
400 acre industrial area. The depot mission includes the 
fiihricatfon and repair of a13 types of communications aad 
electronic systems, including voice, data, wire, satellite 
communications, electronic countermeasures, and secure 
communications. 

POPULATION: The depot i s  the area's largest employer w i t h  a work 
farce o f  3499 civilians and 75 military personnel. 

SUCCESS STORIES: 

o TOAD is in full compliance with all environmental laws and 
regulations. There are ao Notices of Violation or Compliance 
Orders pending. 

o TOAD has an exceptional Pollution Prevention Program. 
TOADIS pollution prevention efforts have resulted in a reduction 
Of over 80 percent of hazardous waste generated (compared to 1985 
baseline data). The depot is in the process of implementing a 
Hazardous Materials Monitoring System (HMMS), The HMMS w i l l ,  
further reduce hazardous material usage, thereby further reducing 
hazardous waste generation. 

Q TOAD has ap exceptional Recycling Program. The depot's 
recycling program achieved a 73 perceat reduction in solid waste 
disposal in area landfills by recycling 5,774 tons of material in 

. 1994. Depot personnel worked with many diverse groups along with 
Local, County, and State officials, as well as academia and 
industry, to implement recycling and "buy recycledn programs 
throughout the County, State and Federal Government. 

o TOAD has a state-of-the-art Hazardaua Waste Storage Facility 
and has successfully obtained a Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act Part B Pexmit to store hazardous waate for up to one 
year. Construction on a new state-of-the-art confomting storage 
facility f o r  hazardoue material w i l l  be completed in November of 
1995. 

0 TOAD has implemented an effective Bazard Comrmtnication 
Program (HAZCOM) program. This program ensures that all 
employees are informed about chemical hazards on the job, and 
trains employees so they can identify potential exposure hazards, 
The progranr is effective in minimizing employee exposure by 
reducing the type and quaatity of different c h ~ c a l s ,  
substituting less hazardous or aon-hazardous c h d c a l s ,  and 
identifying strategies to reduce worker exposure and improve 
operations. 



o TOAD has aucceesfully reduced volatile organic compound 
emis~ions through pollution prevention initiatives by 44 percent 
from 1992 to 1993 by using low VOC paints, improving 
accountability, and implementing controls wer paint and paint- 
related materials. The depot developed an air emissions computer 
program to collect and compile data needed to complete air 
missions reports. The depot has completed an Air Emissions 
Inventory and ia in the process of submitting a Title V air 
pennit to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources. 

0 TOAD haa successfully reduced the tox ic i ty  of the effluent 
from the industrial pretreatment and sewage treatment plants. 

a 'me depot implemented a water conservation program 2 years 
prior to the issuance of Executive Order 12902 of March 8 ,  1994, 
which mandated that such a program be established. 

o TOAD complied with the Superfund Mendments dnci 
Reauthorization Act of 1968 (SARA), Title 1x1, and the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right -To- Know Act (EPCRA) reporting 
requirements starting in 1991, four years prior to the Federal 
Facility Compliance Act which required compliance under Executive 
Order 12856. 

o TOAD has inspected and inventoried all asbestos-containing 
materials in depot buildings and structures. me depot has 
developed and implemented an Asbestos Operations and Maintenance 
Plan and employeeo requiring training under Occupational Safety 
and Health Act (OSHA) regulations receive required annual and 
refresher training. 

o All underground storage tanks (USTs) and aboveground storage 
tanks (ASTa) are in compliance with local, state and federal 
regulations. ~egistxation information on storage tanks is 
maintained on a depot-designed campurer data base. Annual tank 
tightness testing is performed an a l l  USTra which require 
testing. AXI UST/AST tracking database is maintained using 
TANKMAN computer software and LOTUS 1-2-3 spreadsheets. 

o TOAD has completed a Threatened and Endangered Species 
Survey t o  identify and document the location oE listed species, 
candidates for listing, and their habitats. 

o TOAD has hplemented a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) to 
promote greater commmity involvement in the depot s 
environmental restoration program. The U S  is coqriaed of 
representatives from the Army, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Pennsylvania Department of Bnvironmental ReElources and 
the local conanunity. The RAB prwides an integrated forum giving 
the public a greater opportunity to regularly review progress of 
the depot's environmental program and a chance to participate in 
contfnuoua dialogue with the decision makers. 



0 A braft Record of  Decision (ROD) has been prepared far the 
remediation of soil and groundwater at two Areaa of Concern 
(AQC). Of 63 Areas of Concern, 52 require no further action. 
Draft Proposed Plans have been completed for several of these 
sites and are expected to be signed this Fiacal  Year. 

o TOAD is the test bed site for a Facility Environmental 
Monitoring, Management System (FEMMS) and Pollution Prevention 
demonstration prototype program. F- is a two year program for 
the testing and evaluating facility environmental technologies 
that will derive foreseeable benefits f o r  the AXXTY and industry. 
Congress has appropriated $9 million for this Research and 
Development project. 

o TOAD has an excellent relationship with the various 
regulatory agencies and citizen groups. Gnvironmental Management 
Division personnel regularly volunteer their time and participate 
w i t h  outside agencies. Some of these affiliations include: 
serving on the Board of the Solid Waste Advisory Ctmunittee of the 
Monroe County Municipal Waste Management Authority, the Pocono 
Mountain ChWer of Comerce's Environmental Camittee, the 
Pennsylvania Adopt-A-Highway Program, the ~ e m y l v a n i a  Department: 
of Transportation Highway Beautification Program, and the 
Restoration Advisory Board. Personnel also assist the National 
Park Services in the Volunteer in Parks (VIP) Program and the 
Delaware River Cleanup Project . 
o TOAD'S enviramental programs have won a w r o u s  Local, 
State, A m y ,  M)D and EPA awards, including the following: 

1995 Certificate of Achievement, Office of Federal Environmental 
Execu t iue 

1994 Secretary of Defenae Environmental Award for Recycling - 
Individual Award 

1994 Secretary of the Army Environmental Award fo r  Installation 
Recycling 

1994 Secretary of the &my Environmental Award far ~ecycling - 
Individual Award 

1994 EPA Stratospheric Ozone Protection Award 
1994 Pennsylvania Governor's Waste Minfmization Award 
1994 Northeastern Pennsylvania Partners in Protecting the 

E n ~ i ~ ~ z m ' e n t  Award 
1993 Pennsylvania Governor's Waste Minimization Award 
1993 Pocono Northeast Coxrununity Award For  E ~ ~ i r ~ m t e n t S l  Action 
1993 Northeast Pennsylvania Edviranmental Partnership Award 
1992 Pemspluania Governor's Waste Minimization Award - 

Industrial Category 
1992 Pennsylvania Governorta Waste Minimization Award - Municipal 

Categozy 
1992 Secretary of the Army Environmental Quality Award 



PROBLEMS : 

CLl3AWP - The depot is presently negotiating clean-up standards 
with the Environmental Protection Agency and the Pennsylvania 
Department of Envixanmental Resaurcea. Several areas of concern 
require investigation and may require remediation, 

C 0 M ~ ) t m c E  - None 
CONSERVATION - None 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS : 

o A $2 Million cofistruction project is underway to prevent 
Stormwater runoff pollution from the coal storage area. 

a A $1.9 Million pollution prevention project is underway to 
construct a Hazardous Material Conf oming Storage Facility. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Tactical Missile Realignment to TOAD 

PRODUCTION FLOOR SPA- R & Q U I m  - 3 L 4, 000 54 F7  

Workload CategorY S Q ~  ce-R!3: 

Guidance and Control 120K sq. f t .  

Support  E q u i p m e n t  134K sq. f t.. 

- Launchers  
- Radar E q u i p m e n t  
- Elec t ron ic  Assemblages 
- E t C .  

prime Movers 1.OK sq.  f t .  

- Trucks 
- HEMTT (Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical Truck) 

Prime mover depot level maintenance will be done a t  A n r i i v t o n  Arniy 
Depot. I t  should be noted t h a t  t h e  f requency of t h i : ~  requir-cmerlt 
is small and organizational maintenance requirements are t11e 
dominant part of t h i s  workload. Organizational maintenance will 
be done at Tobyhanna within existing shops. 4 ~ s ~ '  7 X ~  /o 22~- ~rf.7 ~ f ,  

This profile is one of five options presently under corl9ider;t t ion 
for t h e  realignment but is representative as an ordcr o f  
magnitude number. 

Frank  Zardeck i / ( 7 1 - 1 )  8 9 5  ' /201 
Jake Kodnovich/(71'/)895 '1112 
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1. INTRODUCTION: 

a, Reference (a), a memorandum from Mr. Robert T. Mason, 
Executive Secretary, Defense Depot Maintenance Council, Office of 
the ~ssistant Secretary of Defense, Production and Logistics, for 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council members, dated 8 August 1990, 
established the Ground Communications and Electronics Study and 
assigned the chairmanship to the United States Marine Corps, 

b. Reference (b), a message from the Commandant of the 
~arine Corps appointed Colonel Terry L. Hodges, USMC, as the 
Ground communications and Electronics (GCE) Study Group Chairman. - 
2. MEETINGS: In accordance with references (a) and (b), a multi- 
service, Ground Communications and Electronics Study Team was 
formed and met seven tines at various locations to deliberate the 
depot maintenance requirements of DoD GCE. 

3. TEAM COMPOSITION/SITE VISITS: The GCE team composition 
included representatives from the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps. Site visits of GCE depots included Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Albany, GA; Tobyhanna Amy Depot, Tobyhanna, PA; 
Sacramento Army Depot and Sacramento Air Logistics Center, 
Sacramento, CA. 

* .  4 OPTIONS ANALYZED: 
i 

The GCE team initially identified ten options to evaluate 
including the movement. of Amy, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps 
GCE workload on each coast, coast to coast and to Centers of 
Technical Excellence. The GCE team settled on five options which 
appeared to offer the highest economic.return, were reasonably 
achievable, and dealt best with the capacity utilization problems 
evident at some depots. The options analyzed were: 

OPTION 1. Move Sacramento Army Oepot (SAAD) GCE workload 
(FY-93 - 823,352 hours) to Tobyhama Amy Depot (TOAD) and the 
GCE Electro-4ptics workload (PI-93 = 100,648 hours) to Anniston 
Army Depot (ANAD). ~ppendix -(1) illustrates the bpact of 
workload transferred from SAAD to TOAD and ANAD. Appendix (2) 
provides a detailed assessment of this option from the Army's 
perspective, 

OPTION 2. Move Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) GCE workload 
( n - 9 3  including e1ectr.o-optics = 914,000 hours) to Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC). Appendix (3) illustrates the 
capacity utilization iapact of moving S-D workload to SW-ALC. 
Appendix (4) provides a detailed assessmeilt of this option from 
the Air Force's perspective. 



OPTION 3. Move Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) GCE workload 
(FY-93 = 813,352 hours) and Sacramento A i r  Logistics Center (SM- 

ALc) total GCE workload (FY-93 = 1,306,000 hours) to Tobyhanna 
Army Depot (TOAD) with-Amy Electro-Optics workload (FY-93 = 
100,648 hours) going to ANAD. Appendix (5) illustrates the 
impact of GCE workload transferred from SAAD and SM-ALC to TOAD . 
and ANAD. Appendices (6) and (7) provide detailed assessments of 
this option from the individual perspective of the Army and the 
Air Force. 

OPTION 4. Move Sacramento Air Logistics Center GCZ workload 
(FY-93 = 1,306,000 hours) to other Air Force Air Logistics 
Centers. Appendix (8) illustrates only the transfer, within the 
Air Force, of the SM-ALC GCE workload to the other Air Force 
ALC'S. Appendix (9) provides a detailed assessment by the Air 
Force of this option. 

OPTION 5. Appendix (10) provides an in-depth analysis of - 
the opportunities available for potential savings through 
competition on above core workloads. 

5. BASELINE WORKLOAD: The baseline for analysis of GCE was . 

estabLished as the. currently funded and projected to be funded 
organic, inter-service and contracted GCE workload for the fiscal 
years FY-91 through FY-95. 

6. DATA ASSUMPTIONS: The study group agreed that performance, 
quality, productivity, and capacity measurement among service 
depots and commercial sources, although not directly comparable 
in every detail, can be correlated adequately to make reasonable 
judgments relative to this analysis. The uniform labor rates 
provided by the Cost Comparability Study Group in reference (v), 
to determine production costs, provide the best technique to 
level the playing field for the analysis of total workload 
relocations. The data contained in each option evaluation package 
was prepared by the service most directly affected by that 
option. The evaluation data 3 o r  each option is provided in 
Appendices (2 )  f ( 4 )  f (6)  8 ( 7 )  and (9) 

7. COST ANALYSIS: Data analysis centered on the estimated cost 
and potential savings to be realized from the transfer of GCE 
workload from one source of repair to another. Cost factors in 
the analysis included equipment, facilities, personnel, 
transportation, production costs, and other factors- Production 
costs were determined using uniform labor rates that were 
established for SH-ALC and TOAD by the Cost comparability Study 
Group and were applied to the total workloads to be transferred. 
Additional data is provided in Appendix (11) concerning rates 
applied to the analysis. Workload analyzed also included sole- 
source private sector contracts for potential savings through 
relocation to organic depots, organic depot workload- to be 
competed, and the economies to be realized through movement of 
workload from one DoD depot to another to improve capacity 
utilization and inter-servicing objectives. Data available did 
not support meaningful analysis or results in the area of 



immediate improvement in inter-servicing or competition in 
private sector workload changes. The sheer magnitude of the data 
plus the acknowledged inconsistencies and errors prevented any 
worthwhile progress. Option.5, however, does provide the basis 
for significant savings by all senrices through systematic 
competition of the GCE workload. 

. A. CAPACITY UTILIZATION: Evaluation of the data developed 
indicates that Option 1, the transfer of the GCE workload from 
SAAD to T O M  and ANAD is the most reasonable and prudent business 
decision for the DoD to nake and will result in a $40.959 million 
reduction in the cost of operations for depot level maintenance 
of ~ 1 - m ~  GCE requirements during the five year period covered by 
the study. Implementation of Option 1 will result in a change in 
capacity utilization at TOAD from 46% to 641. After FY-95, an 
additional $20.807 million savings per year is estimated. TOAD 
is considered fully capable to assume the additional workload, 
with only minor facility and equipment adjustments necessary, and 
should provide the full level of GCE support required at a 
substantial cost savMgs. The relocation of the GCE portion of 
the Electro-Optics workload from SMLD to ANAD may require 
coordination with the movement of the remaining Missile Electro- 
Optics workload at S A M .  Chart 1 illustrates the expected 
cost/(saving) through the period ending FY-95. Chart 2 
illustrates-the long term savings over time for all of the 
options. It should be noted that Option 3 offers significant 
long term savings but because of the initial cost t o  relocate tke 
workloads to TOAD, the payback is not achieved until the eighth 
year after implementation. 

B. CAPACITY LAYAWAY: Capacity utilization improvements 
also examined included potential layaway of excess capacity in 
several depots.  Implementation of Option 1 (SAAD to TOAD) will 
result in a change in capacity utilization from 46% to 64% at 
TOAD. SM-ALC utilization will remain at 67% to 71% of capacity 
throughout the period of the study. Layaway at both TOAD and SM- 
ALC is possible but will require rearrangement of facilities at 
some cost. Layaway at both depots, however; will save money and 
should be accomplished as soon as possible. Recommend that 
layaway of excess capacity be directed by each service to achieve 
at least 90% capacity utilization within the next two years. It 
is further recommended that a cost savings report be required to 
keep track of the savings generated by this activity. 

c.INTEI(-SERVICING AND COMPETITION: Evaluation of the 
potential for improvement in inter-senrice workload transfers and 
public/private competition indicates significant opportunities 
exist through application of the principals established in option 
5. It is recommended that the plan contained in option 5, which 
distributes the savings identified in reference (m) , the Joint 
Sewice Memorandum for the ~ssistant Secretaly of Defense, be 
approved for implementation. The plan will save over $59 million 



on GCE workload scheduled during the period FY-92 to FY-95, if , 
fully implemented. Action to implement this option should begin 
in FY-91 and will require the development of a detailed business 
plan by each service. Development of the necessary technical 
data to support full and meaningful competition will require a a 
large scale effo* and should begin immediately. There was 3 

unanimous agreement by the study group membership that 
candidates, by specific item identification, for competition and 
interservicing could not be provided at this tine, but would be 
developed by the service business offices when core statements 
are completed and procedures are in place. Schedules, 
priorities, and plans should be built around data supportable 
competitions. Tables 1 through 4 of Appendix (10) pr0vide.a 
breakout by year. Table 5 provides a summary of the total savings 
for Option 5. . 

Mr. Gerald M e r m i o  Mr. Marvin Millen 
-Y Navy 
Primary ~e~resentative Primary Representative 

Mr. Ri ard C a r r  
Air Force, 
Primary Representati 
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DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNCIL 
STRENGTHENING DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 

Ground Communications and Electronics Study 

1. INTRODUCTION: 

a. Reference (a), a memorandum from Mr. Robert T. Mason, 
Executive Secretary, Defense Depot Maintenance Council, Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Production and Logistics, for 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council members, established the Ground 
Communications and Electronics Study and assigned the . 
chairmanship to the United States Marine Corps. 

b. Reference (b), a message from the Commandant of the 
~arine Corps appointed Colonel Terry L. Hodges, USTSHC, as the 
Ground communications and Electronics (GCE) Study Group chairman. 

. - 
2. STUDY METHODOLOGY: 

- (I) This study analyzed the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps Ground Communications and ~lectronics (GCE) depot 
maintenance workload and depot capacities while recognizing and 
building upon those previous studies that impact upon depot 
maintenance of ccE. Ten options were initially identified for 
analysis including the GCE workload of each service. selection of 
the options to analyze in detail took considerable time and 
debate and eventually settled on the issues that could be dealt- 
with in the time available, offered the highest economic 
opportunity, related to depots that had been previously 
identified for potential closure/consolidation and could provide 
meaningful improvement in capacity utilization at underutilized 
depots. options 1 through 5 were selected as the best choices to 
explore in-depth. Options.1 through 4 analyze relocation of GCE 
workload from one or more service depot(s) to another while 
Option 5 lays the f0~XIdation for the continued strengthening of 
GCE depot maintenance through public/public and public/private 
competition. 

(2) The stildy group considered references (a) through 
(v) along with other relevant information concerning Ground 
Communications and Electronics in the development of the options 
selected. 

B. FACTS: The following facts were identified which had a 
direct bearing on the conduct and outcome of ,the GCE study. 

I (I) The transfer of GCE workload from Sacramento A m y  
Depot (SAAD) to various locations became a study option even 
though savings to be realized through such movement may have been 
accounted for in the DMRD 908 $1.7 billion savings plan. 
Relocation of workload/closure of SAAD has been studied many 
times and is well documented in the references. 



( 2 )  Impact of Desert Shield requirements, while 
considerable at certain locations, was not considered as part of 
the planned funded workload. 

( 3 )  Prior Ail Force and A m y  special studies relative 
to Ground ~ommunications and Electronics, replies and rebuttals, 
were reviewed and considered, where appropriate. 

( 4 )  Official published FY-91 industrial fund billing 
rates were available to determine production costs for all depots 
except the Air Force. For the purposes of this study, the Cost 
Comparability Study Group established rates for SH-ALC and TOAD 
to determine production costs. 

c. ASSUHPTIONS: The following assumptions were identified 
as directly relevant to the conduct and outcome of the study. 

(1) Performance, quality, productivity, and capacity 
measurement among service depots and conimercial sources are 
reasonably comparable. Production costs were determined by use 
of a special labor rate established by the Cost comparability 
Study Group for the depots being evaluated which provides the 
most effective way of assessing the cost to produce at a given 
depot. 

-' \ 

(2) Indirect cost savings of 16%, identified in the 
Rotary Wing Study, through the increase in the ratio of direct .- . 1 

personnel to indirect personnel upon consolidation of workload, .* " 

was accepted as a valid overhead cost reduction factor through is 
workload consolidation. 

(3 )  DoD 4151.15H, Depot Maintenance Production Shop 
Capacity Measurement Handbook, is considered a valid method of 
measuring capacity and was used by each service to identify GCE 
capacity. Direct hours per work station were set at 1615 hours 
per year, as recommended by the recent report of the DDMC 
Capacity Analysis group. 

( 4 )  workload product mix variations do impact 
calculated capacity utilization rates and change as worFJoad 
changes. Accordingly, the capacities noted in the various option 
analysis are not considered absolute and may change with wo- 'kload 
product variations. 

( 5 )  Future force structure adjustments will impact 
workload, capacity utilization and billing rates, however, they 
have not been considered in this study because adequate data is 
not available to project the anticipated changes. 

(6) personnel required to produce recommended workload . 
transfers from one depot to another are assumed to be authorized 
and available from the local labor markets as needea. i 

(7) Each of the DoD GCE Depots' current environmental 
management programs reportedly operate mission functions and 



related activities in compliance with state and federal . 
regulatory requirements. Several of the depots have a program 
for the cleanup of hazardous waste sites with cleanup costs 
running into the millions. N o  specific cost consideration was 
given in this analysis to environmental considerations or long 
term cleanup costs- 

(8) Relocation of GCE workload evaluated in each 
option would be implemented at the beginning of PI-93. The 
cost/(savings) were calculated assuming benefit for the entire 
first year through FY-95. 

E. STUDY GROUP HEHBERSXIP: 
. . 

i 
! 

ARMY 

D. CORE LOGISTICS: Core .logistics was viewed by each 
service as an important factor in the performance of their 
logistics maintenance responsibilities and was considered i n  the 
initial analysis of the impact of transferring GCE workloads. The 
unanimous position of the GCE study group was that the best 

economic choice would be the recommended option irrespective of core logistics considerations. 
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F. SITE VISITS AND MEETINGS: The study group visited four 
service GCE facilities: Marine Corps Logistics Base, Albany, G A ;  
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Tobyhanna, PA; Sacramento Army Depot and 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center, Sacramento, CA. The regular 

i 
i 

meetings of the GCE team were held at the following locations,on 
the dates noted. 

I . :... 2 

8-10 August 1990, at the Marine Corps Depot Maintenance 
Activity (DMA), Albany, Georgia 

28-29 August 1990: at the Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD), 
Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 

23.-25 October 1990; at the Marine Corps DMA, Albany, Georgia 

13-16 November 1990: at the Marine Corps D m ,  Albany, 
. . 

26-30 November 1990: at the Air Force Sacramento ~ i r  Logistics 
I 

Center (SM-ALC), Sacramento California, and the Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD), Sacramento, California, 

December 1990 : at the Marine Corps D m ,  Albany, Georgia .' 
7-10 January 1990; at the Air Force Sacramento ~ i r  Logistics 
Center (SM-ALC), Sacramento, California, special visit for hot 
mochp and ICs/Production Shutdown cost evaluation only. 

16-17 January 1991; at the Marine Corps D m ,  Albany ~eorgia. 

Go DATA COLLECTED: 

(1) The study team obtained and reviewed the material 
contained in references (a) through (v) . Several data calls were 
made concerning GCE workload, capacity, cost, facilities, rates 
and related matters. 

(2) The Cost Comparability Study ~ r o u p  chairman met 
with the GCE Study Group on 12 December 1990, and agreed to 
establish a labor rate consistent with the recommendations 
cantained in the draft Cost Comparability Handbook, reference 
(r), to level the playing field. The rates recommended by the 
Cost Comparability Study Group in reference (v) were established 
after a visit to TOAD and SM-ALC. These composite rates were used 
to determine the production costs in the analysis of the options 
considered. Appendix (11) provides a summary of the data used to 
develop the production costs noted in Table 7. 

(3) The service assessment of each option was prepared 
by the lead service identified for each-option and is included, 
as written by that service, in the appendices. The GCE Study 
Group analysis, findings and recommendations are provided in the 
following paragraphs. 



3. ANALYSIS: 

A. INTRODUCTION: ./ 

The baseline for analysis .is the organic workload data provided 
in Table 1, which is the funded and projected to be funded 
organic GCE workload to be accomplished in each service depot 
during the period M-91 through FY-95. Table 2 illustrates the 
GCE organic, inter-Service (DHISA), and contracted workload 
distribution in terms of funding levels. The GCE depots involved 
in this study are noted in Table 3 which illustrates their 
respective geographic locations. Table 4 identifies the 
categories of GCE workload accomplished at the service depots. 

B. BASELINE IDENTIFICATION: 

The equipment considered as Ground Communications and Electronics 
Equipment which is the baseline for this study was identified in 
the following categories: 

o Ground Radio ~ommunications Equipment of all types and 
operating frequencies 

o Ground Radar, Air Search/TraLiic Control, Surveillance, -. 

IFF, Weather, Threat, etc. ' 1  
o Wire communications, Telephone, Teletype, Digital, FAX, : 

-.. I 
switchboards, Technical Control, etc. & 

o Commsec/Crypto .. 
-. .= 

o Sensors, Intel, Electronic Warfare, etc. 
o ~lectro-optic. 
o ~ a v i ~ a t i o k  .Aids 
o Battlefield Automation Systems, etc. 

Itams identified below were specifically excluded from 
consideration by this study group for various reasons. 

o Missiles 
o Space Based Systems 
o Shipboard ~ommunications and Electronics 
o Aircraft electronics of all kinds 
o Operational software development and maintenance 
o Test Program set development and maintenance 
o THDE maintenance, repair and calibration 
o Automatic Test Equipment 
o Design, development, fabrication, prototype test 
evaluation, and production of electronic systems 
equipment 

and 
and 
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During the GCE Study several weapon systems were identified whose 
description and purpose were not the same in the Air Force and 
the A m y .  As an example the Air Force categorization of Space 
Systems was not the same as'the Army's in every case. On the 
surface, the categories described above appear clear acd 
understandable. In practice, however, some equipment types may 
not have been classified the same in every case. The group felt 
it necessary to address this issue, but also agreed it would not 
in any way alter the outcome of the study. 

C. INTER-SERVICE WORKLOAD: Current GCE Depot Maintenance 
Inter-serrice Support Agreements (DMISAs) data was collected and 
analyzed. Table 5 reflects GCE inter-servicing activity between 
the services. The quantity of NSN'S is provided to illustrate 
the extent to which GCE inter-senicing is currently 
accomplished. The GCE agent/maintenance manager and source of 
repair are identified in summary form. 

The inter-serviced workload average values for fiscal years 91 
through 95 for the GCE workload are summarized below to 
illustrate several opportunities available. 

SERVICE % INTER-SERVICED $'S INTER-SERVICED --------------------------------------.----------------- 
A m y  4.39% $52,000,000 
Navy 57.60% $5,583,000 
Air Force 3.53% $18,427,000 
Marine Corps 10.00% $12,101,000 

D. ORGANIC WORKLOAD: Table 4 provides a view of the basic 
GCE categories of organic workload accomplished in the service 
depot maintenance activities. 

E. FUNDING DISTRIBUTION: Table 2 illustrates each service's 
depot maintenance GCE funding distribution by sources of 
maintenance. Table 2 also provides an overview of the total DoD 
cost of each category of workload for the period FY-91 through 
FY-95 and the percent of total dollars expended. 

F .  WORKLOAD ANALYSIS: The first step in analyzing 
communication and electronics depot level maintenance was to 
evaluate baseline organic workload present and planned. Table 1 
contains the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps funded and 
projected to be funded organic GCE workload for fiscal years 91 
through 95. Inter-service and contracted out requirements are 
identified inTable 2. Analysis of the data in both tables 
indicates that a capacity utilization problem exists in several 
depots and that opportunities do exist to contract out or inter- 
service non-core portions of the organit GCE workload. 



/--------------------------------------------------------------- 
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TABLE 5 

GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND E L E C T R O N I C S  STUDY 
0 

0 DF'OT MAINTENANCE I N T E R - S E R V I C E  S U P P O R T  AGZEEMENTS 

, OUTGOING G C E  DMLSA WORKLOAD . 
;---------------------------------------------------------------' 

: WEAPONS 0 0 
o a AGENT : 

: S Y S T E M  : S E R V I C E  N S N ' S  S U P P O R T E D  : MAINTENANCE: SOURCE O F  : 
0 0 '  . . : MANAGER : R E P A I R  : 
: (CATEGORY) : ARMY U S A F  USMC NAVY : ( S E B V I C E )  : ( D E P O T )  
'---------------------------------------------------------------' 

: R A D I O  0 
I 76 s -  0 3 : A I R  FORCE ; SM-ALC I 

, D 
I 

- 15 0 280 :ARMY : SAAD . . D 28 6 - 0 :USMC : USMC . ALE . 0 4 0 - :NAVY : NESEC . SD 
; - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - *  

: RADAR 21 - 0 0 : A I R  F O R C E  : SM-ALC 
I I . - 10 5 0 :ARMY :SAAD.  TOAD 

0 
@ @ 0 2 - 0 :USMC :USMC.ALB/EAX : 

0 
0 0 6 0 - :NAVY : N E S E C  . S D  

:---------------------------------------------------------------: 
:WIRE COMM : 14 - 0 0 : A I R F O R C E  :SM-ALC 
0 . * o 9 6 40  :ARMY : TOAD - 
0 L 
a -: 33 0 - -  0 :USMC : USMC , A L a  . -. . . b e  . D 0 .  2 . .  ': 5 - - ' : NAVY : NASEC . S D  
:----------------------------------------------------------------: 
:COMMSEC/ : 0 - 0 0 :AIR FORCE : I 1 

: CRYPT0 6 * L 
0 

- - 0 ' 0 0 :ARMY - . . . 0 . . . 0 0 0 - 0 :.USMC . . 
* D 0 
a 0 "  0 .  0 * - :NAVY . . . 
:---------------------------------------------------------------: 
: OTHER : . i -15 - . -. - 0 0 : A I R F O R C E  :SM-ALC . I 
1 
0 ; +,-i. - 7 - 206 O : A R M  : S h A D  I I 

I 0 
0 

@ 20 0 - 0 :USMC : USMC . BAR I 

I I . 
t a O d O  0 - :NAVY 0 

: - - - - - - - - - - : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - ; - - - - - - - - - - - - - *  
: T O T  N S N " S  : 207 61 222 323 : @ . , 

* Marine Corps COMMSECICRYPTO is supported by the Navy. but is 
not covered by a D M I S A .  



G, MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT FACILITIES: 

(1) An assessment'of Ground Communications and 
Electronics Depot ~acilities was conducted following site visits. 
The study chairman and most team members participated in site 
surveys. 

(2) The Army's ground communications and electronics 
maintenance depots are located in Sacramento, ~alifornia and 
Tobyhanna, pennsylvania. Although the Army currently maintains a 
west coast and an east coast facility, the maintenance workload 
is not assigned based on geographical location or redundant 
sources of repair. Assignments are made by commodity groupings 
and technologies. TOAD accomplishes 66% of the Army's GCE 
workload and SAAD accomplishes the remaining 34%. As an example, 
TOAD is responsible for Army Satellite ~ommunications equipment 
whereas, SAAD is the prime depot for ~lectro-optical equipment. 
Both depots provide quality communications and electronics main- 
tenance support for the Army, inter-service, and foreign military 
sales customers. TOAD and SAAD have a large skill base of 
various electronic disciplines needed to support the technologies 

. - maintained at each depot. 

(3) The Navy's ground communications and electronics 
maintenance depots are located in San Diego, California, 
Portsmouth Virginia, NADEP'S Norfolk, Virginia., Jacksonville, 
and Pensacola, Florida. The depots mission and functions are 
supported by facilities that are equipped to repair and rebuild 
the full range of Navy end item and component repair 
requirements, including printed circuit cards, modules and 
assemblies from electronic warfare systems, teletype, radiac, 
c m t o ,  and communications and electronic systems. The depots 
are also involved in the fabrication and manufacturing of 
electronic assemblies and provide professional engineering 
management and program execution support to various Navy systems. 

(4) The Air Force's Sacramento ALC is the sole Air 
Force depot for GCE. SM-ALc was developed with the flexibility 
to meet both GCE requirements and aircraft electronics 
requirements for printed circuit boards, automatic test 
equipment, software and other support requirements. This large 
modern depot has extensive ground radar support equipment and 
facilities complete with total system mock-ups to support 
maintenance and ICP management functions. specialized 
capabilities include a printed circuit emulation facility, a 
fiber optics laboratory, a neutron radiography facility, 
extensive modern environmentally controlled resources, and a live 
target radar range. 



(5) Depot Maintenance Activity (DMA), Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia and Depot Maintenance Activity 
(DMA), Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, ~alifornia are 
multi-commodity maintenance centers with modern mission oriented 
GCE maintenance capability tailored to meet the ground combat 
equipment maintenance requirements of the Marine Corps' 
expeditionary combined arms forces. Shops performing GCE 
workload are modern, well equipped work centers designed 
primarily to support radio, wire communications, and radar 
equipment essential to the amphibious warfare mission of the . 
Marine Corps. specialized capabilities include extensive 
automatic test equipment, clean rooms, indoor and outdoor laser 
test facilities and an in-depth maintenance engineering staff for 
automatic test equipment and weapon system maintenance 
development, 

H. GCE SKILL DISTRIBUTION: 

Shown on Table 6 is the FY 1991 mix of repair skills and number 
of direct labor personnel employed at each depot facility. 
Generally speaking, all .locations have been successful in 
acquiring the required number of skilled personnel from local 
labor pools. Consensus is that availability of skilled people is 
not a variable that impacts proposed consolidations. 

\ 

I. TECHNICAL SUPPORT: 
- .  1 

The basic GCE technical capabilities of the four depots visited 
are considered essentially equal and fully supportive of the 
basic GCE rebuild missions assigned. There are significant 

--w 
differences between the depots, mainly in unrelated non GCE high 
technology areas, which may be of significant benefit in other 
applications, 

J. OPTIONS CONSIDERED: 

OPTION 1, Move Sacramento Anny Depot (SAAD) GCE workload 
(FY-93 = 813,352 hours) to Tbbyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) and the 
GCE Electro-Optics workload (FY-93 = 100,648 hours) to Anniston 
Anny Depot (ANAD). Appendix (1) illustrates the impact of 
workload transferred from SAAD to TOAD and ANAD. Appendix (2) 
provides a detailed assessment of this option from the Army's 
perspective, 

0PTI.ON 2. Move Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) GCE workload 
(FY-93 including electro-optics = 914,000 hours) to Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) . Appendix (3) illustrates the 
capacity utilization impact of moving SAAD workload to SM-ALC. 
Appendix (4) provides a detailed assessment of this option from 
the Air Force's perspective. 
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OPTION 3. Move Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) GCE workload 
(FY-93 = 813,352 hours) and Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM 
ALc) total GCE workload (FY-93 = 1,3 06,000 hours) to Tobyhanna 
A m y  Depot (TOAD) with .Army Electro-Optics workload (FY-93 = 
100,648 hours) going to ANAD. Appendix (5) illustrates the 
impact of GCE workload transferred from SAAD and SM-ALC to TOAD 
and ANAD. Appendix (6) and (7) provide detailed assessments of 
this option from the individual perspective of the Army and the 
Air Force. 

OPTION 4. Hove Sacramento Air Logistics Center GCE workload 
(FY-93 - 1,306,000 hours) to other Air Force Air Logistics 
Centers. Appendix (8) illustrates only the transfer, within the 
Air Force, of the SH-ALC GCE workload to the other Air Force 
ALC'S. ~ppendix (9) provides a detailed assessment by the Air 
Force of this option. 

OPTION 5. ~ppendix (10) provides an analysis of the 
opportunities available for potential savings through competition 
on above core workloads. 

. - 
K. OPTION EVALUATION DATA:. 

(1) In development of the options 1 through 4, the 
following factors were addressed in the assessment of each 
option: 

(a) Assumptions peculiar to that option 

(b) ~ost/savings including: 
o Relocation of production equipment 
o Personnel redistribution 
o Capability/Development 
o Transportation change 
o Inventom 
o New ~ersGnne1 
o Change in production cost 
o Cost savings on MILCON, etc. 

- .. o Base Operation Support (BOS) change 
.. . 

(c) Pros/Cons including: 
o Workload capacity impact 
o Mob/surge/core/reacliness/impact 

(2) Each service affected by the movement of workload, 
in an option, developed an assessment of that option from their 
perspective following the format described above. Each 
assessment is included in the appendices. 



(3) Workload analyzed also included sole-source 
private sector contracts for potential savings through relocation 
to organic depots, organic depot workload to be competed, and the 
economies to be realized through bovement of workload from one 
DOD depot to another to improve capacity utilization and inter- 
servicing objectives. Data available did not support meaningful 
analysis or results in the area of immediate improvement in 
inter-servicing or competition in private sector workload 
changes. The sheer magnitude of the data plus the acknowledged 
inconsistencies and errors prevented any. worthwhile progress. 
option 5, however, does 'provide the basis for significant savings 
by all services through systematic competition of the GCE. 
workload. 

L. OPTION ANALYSIS : 

1 (1) ~nalysis and verification of individual cost 
factors were accomplished to identify the option(s) that would 
yield the best savings. FY-93 was selected as the beginning year 
for options 1 through 4 to allow sufficient time to implement the 
options recommended. FY-92 was selected as the beginning year 
tor option 5 to support the savings targets identified in . 
reference (m) . 

- (2) Production cost analysis was identiff ed as the most 
significant element.and was initially to be determined by 
workload hours times the published industrial fund rate for the 
aczivity. It was determined that over $21 per hour rate 
difference existed between TOAD vs. SM-ALC and SAAD if the 
current actual billing rates were used. 

(3) The Air Force took strong exception to this 
approach preferring to use "unit sales pricesm, a position well 
documented in the references. A compromise was eventually agreed 
t o , _ ~ h e r e i n ,  thef.cost . ~ o m p & k Q b i l i  ;stud .;~roapX'*o ; F S s w - l X ~ h m  
Wv&lfied. rata n. &ffi,q.b&Y-'=ed a, riri.%zi G%f f%;jthz && tt*$&$Qdti'S gia 
fundbLrate..structure currently~;ii~f ecfk The GCE study team 
unanimously agreed to this approach. The verified rate, while 
not perfect, includes all of the activity operating costs, and is 
a valid measure of the overall efficiency of operations at a 
given activity. 

(4) Several factors in the evaluation required more in- 
depth analysis. The Air Force, in Option 3, ~ppendix ( 6 ) ,  
initially identified a $53.8 million cost to replicate the "hot 
mock-upsw used at SM-ALC that are not available for movement to 
TOAD, but would be required to support production of Air Force 
GCE workload. On-site evaluation of this equipment by a special 
GCE evaluation team (Marine Corps and Ariny) to validate the 
requirements and identify alternative methods of testing verified 
that $46.130 million of the hot mock-up requirements identified 
were valid requirements for Inventoq Control Point (ICP) use and 
production test and inspection of end items and components 
rebuilt or repaired. Also, the team verified that alternate test 
methods were not practical tor the equipment tested on the mock- 



ups evaluated. It should be noted that many additional mock-ups 
are used by SM-ALC and may well fall in this same category and if 
evaluated could further increase the mock-up costs identified. 

(5) Another .factor that required special evaluation was 
the Air Force figure of $35.2 million for interim contractor 
support (ICS), during the transition period when GCE workload is 
shifted from SM-ALC to TOAD. The data provided to identify the 
requirements and illustrate the need did not fully support the 
cost indicated. Initially, the requirement was for contractor 
support of selected GCE components during the transition period 
as workload is shifted from SX-ALC to TOAD, that plan was 
eventually adjusted to include procurement of additional spares 
to support customer requirements during the transition period. 
Evaluation of this requirement by the special team described 
above verified that $30.2 million of production costs identified, 
while somewhat subjective, were not unreasonable in view of the 
age, diversity and complexity of the equipment covered by the 
study. 

(6) Two factors drove the initial analysis of the 
options 1 through 4. First was the wide variance in material 
costs between SM-ALC and TOAD. Second was the $89 million first 
year cost the Air Force identified for hot mockups and ICS. Four 
spreadsheets were developed to understand the impact of the range 
of the variables, As data was refined, it became apparent that 
the most meaningful analysis could be accomplished by comparison 
of the production costs without material because of product mix 
variations which skewed the data. ANAD'S material rate of $25.97 
per hour would not compare well with TOAD'S material rate of 
$5.51 or SM-ALC'S of $10.38, Table 7 provides the final 
cost/(savings) analysis of the four options evaluated that 
involve the movement of workload between depots. Table 7 
illustrates what is considered the most representative of the 
real cost/(savings) and was the basis for the recommendations in 
this report. 

( 7 )  The analysis supportGg the strategy presented in 
option 5 was centered on the savings targets identified in 
reference @)-.for competition and inter-servicing by the Joint 
Services. The savings identified in the option are based on the 
Service Business offices systematically competing the 
proportionate share of the GCE workload that will achieve the 
targets identified. It should be noted that this option included 
the means to fund the service and Joint Business offices to cover 
the nCost of Competitionn required to implement this option. 

M, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

RECOMMENDED WORXLOAD TRANSFER: \ 

. 
Evaluation of the data developed indicates that Option 1, the 
transfer of the GCE workload from SAAD to TOAD, is the most 
reasonable and prudent business decision for the DOD to make and 
will result in a $40.959 million reduction in the cost of 



I 
operations for depot level maintenance of Army 6CE requirements. 
TOAD is considered fully capable to assume the additional 
workload, with only minor facility and equipment adjustments 
necessary, and should provide the full level of GCE support 
required, The 100,648 hours of Electro-Optic workload to be 
transferred to ANAD can be accomplished after development of 

* I  special Electro-Optic facilities required. Movement of the 
I 

i Electro-Optic workload will require coordination with the Missile 
Electro-Optic workload, which is approximately three times larger 

i than the GCE Electro-Optic workload. 

COST SAVINGS: Selection of option 1 offers a cost savings to the 
government of $40.959 million over the period FY-93 to FY-95. 

INTER-SERVICING AND COHPETITION: - Evaluation of the potential 
for improvement in inter-service workload transfers and 
public/private competition indicates that significant 
opportunities exist through application of the principals 
established in Option 5. It is recommended that the plan 
contained in Option 5, which distributes the savings identified 
in reference m), the Joint Service Memorandum for the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense ,, .be approved for implementation. The plan 
will save over $59 million dollars on GCE workload scheduled 
during the period PI-92 to PI-95 if fully implemented. Action to 
implement this option should begin in FY-91 and will require the 
development of a detailed business plan by each service. 
Development of the necessary technical data to support full and 
meaningful competition will require a large scale effort and 
should begin immediately. There was unanimous agreement by the 
study group membership that candidates, by specific item 
identification, for competition and interservicing could not be 
provided at this time, but would be developed by the service 
business offices when core statements are completed and 
procedures are in place. Schedules, priorities, and plans should 
be built around data supportable competitions. Tables 1 through 
4 of Appendix (10) provide a breakout by year. Table 5 of 
appendix (10) provides a summary of the total savings for Option 
5. 

COST SAVINGS: Selection of option 5 offers a cost savings to the 
government of $59.466 million over the period FY-92 to FY-95. 

CAPACITY TRANSFER AND DIVESTITURE: 

(l).,The excess capacity at SAAD, available after transfer 
the GCE and Electro-Optics workload, can be converted to other 
purposes or sold to the private sector. The estimated annual 
savings to be realized from the vacated facilities can not be 
estimated within the bounds of the GCE study. NO cost savings 
have been included in this analysis for the vacated space at 
SAAD. ~bviously, many options exist concerning its- future use 
including layaway, conversion to storage facilities, or eventua 
sale to the private sector. 
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( 2 )  Layaway of excess capacity to achieve improved 
utilization and cost of ownership savings are possible at several 
depots. ~mplementation of option 1 will result in a change in 
capacity utilization From 46% to 641 at TOAD. 'SM-ALc utilization 
will remain at 67% to 71% throughout the period of the study. 
Layaway at both TOAD and SM-ALC is possible but will require 
extensive rearrangement of facilities at some cost. Layaway at 

. both depots, however, will save money and should be 
accomplished. . Recommend that layaway of excess capacity be 
directed by each service to achieve at least 90% capacity 
utilization within the next two years. It is further recommended 
that a cost savings report be required to keep track of the 
savings generated by this activity. It is estimated that, at 
$1500 per work station, the potential exists to save up to $1.3 
million peryear, if the excess work stations identified to 
achieve 90%-capacity utilization at TOAD and SM-AIL, were fully 
retired in FY-93 as described below: 

DEPOT TOAD - SM-ALC ................................................... 
CAPACIm (HRS) 4,570,000 1,777,000 - 
90% OF'TOTAL 4,113,000 
CAPACITY 

CAPACrm 1,156,000 
AVAILABLE - L - 4 - .  

FOR LAYAWAY 
. .. 

WORK STATIONS * . 716 
. . 

181 . 
@ 1615 IIRS &A. 

. .. . .- .  . a -  

, .. 1 .. .. -. -. - - 
Note: no estimate d f  cost to layaway is included 





NOIES RELA I IVE  10 IABLE 7 

NO lE  1: ADJUSlHENIS 10 PRODUCllON COSI WERE DEIERHINED f R W  I H E  D A l A  CONIAIWED I W  APPENDIX ( 1  1 )  

NOTE 2: D A I A  ADJUSIED PER A IR  FORCE FAX RECEIVED 12/31/90 

NOTE 3: ARMY SHMD A IHREE YEAR SAVING OF 13.2 n l L L l o u  ~ R O W  CANCELLATION OF A PAW AH SERVICES 

COWIRACI UHlCH I S  COVERED I N  1HE IWDUSIRIAL fUNO RA IE  SIRUCIURE AND SHOULD NO1 BE COUNIED IU ICE .  

NOlE 4: A I R  FORCE SHOVED $13.2 N I L L I O N  SAVINGS BECAUSE Of PAW AH W R L D  SERVICES COWIRACI C A N C E L L A I l W  

A1 SMD.  l H l S  COSl I S  INCLUDED I N  S M D  RAVE SIRUCIURE AND SHOULD NO1 BE CDUNIED IUICE. 

NOIE 5: PRODUCIlOU COST HAVE BEEN ADJUSIED 10 REFLECI I H E  RAIES DEVELOPED BY IHE  CC CROUP. 

APPENDIX ( 1 1 )  CONlAlNS I H E  R A I L S  USED AND I H E  BAS lS  FOR 1 1  ADJUSIHENI NOIED. 

NOTE 6: IND IRECI  PERSONNEL REDUCIIONS UERE INCORRECILY CALCULAIED. SUOULO BE 16X REOUCIION I N  

IND lREC l  PERSONNEL WHO SUPPORI PROOUCIIOW O f  THE UORKLOAD IRANSfERRED. 

NOIE 7: AF CLAIM FOR CREDIT OF %.I nlulw 'CONSIRUCIION PROJECI AT ANAO IS NOI VALID. 

SAVINGS SHDULD BE CALCULAIED COHPARED 10 OPERAllONS A 1  SAAD. 

NOIE 9: NO ICS/PRCOUCI ION SHUlDWW COSIS MERE SHOUY. ELLCIRO-OPI  I C  REWlREMENIS ARE NEU fUNC1 Ion, 
SHOULD BE A 1  LEAS1 IHE  SAME AS I H E  IRANSFER COSlS 10 ANAD I W  O P l l O N  I. 

NOIE 10: ICS/PROOUCllON SHUIDWW COSIS, VALID FOR OPI lON 3 SHOULD ALSO APPLY 10 I H l S  OPIION. 

NOIE 11: CAPACIIY DEVELOPHENI COSIS WERE ADJUSIED 10 EXCLUDE IHE n l s s l L E  PORIION of ELECIRO OPIICS 

F A C I L l l Y  DEVELOPHEW1 COSlS A1 ANAD. 
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: ! ;  WEAPONS SYSTEM MATRIX: Table 8 provides the data desired i n  the 
i : !  ! ab Weapons System Matrix format to the extent gross data can be 
i I compressed into a single table. 
i ! 

I . . 
! 





I OPTION 1 WEAPON SYSTEM MATRIX 

FIELD EXPLANATION 

1 A INCLUDES ALL GCE WORK AT SAAD 

ARMY IS PRIMARY USER/LEAD SERVICE 

C - UNDETERMINED, SERVICE CORE POSITIONS IN STATE OF FLEX 

D NOT AVAILABLE IN GCE STUPY DATA 

E SAAD(AD) IS CURRENT SOR 
TOAD (TB) IS NEW SOR FOR GCE. O T M R  THAN E/O 
ANAD(A1) IS NEW SOR FOR E/O 

F 914,000 M/H IS S U D  W/L FOR FY-93-95 
813,352 M/H TRANSFERS TO .TOAD - 
100,648 M/H TRANSFERS TO ANAD 

G 914,000 M/H.X $54.27(SAAD R A T  W/W MAT) = $49.6031 
813,000 M/R X $34.60(TOAD R.15' W/O MAT.)= $28.14213 
100,648 M/H X $43.68(ANAD IUi:Z W/O MAT.)= 54.39613 

H CONSOLIDATION DECISION THP-D IN FY-93 

I SE2VICT INCURRING COSTS AND SAVINGS IS ARMY(A) 
COST OF ACTION INCLUDES ALL COST OF IMPLEMENTING 
ACTION IN FY. 
GROSS SAVINGS INCLUDES ALL SAVINGS RESULTING E'ROM 
ACTION IN FY. 
NET SAVINGS = SAVINGS MINUS COSTS ON AN FY BASIS 

SOR TO E X P E R I ~ ? ~  WORKLOAD OR CAPACITY CKANGE 

WORXLOAD QWIGE *(ElQREES ARE NOT ADDITIVE 
FROM FY TO FY) 

CAPACITY CHANGE (ENTREES ARE NOT ADDITIVE FROM 
FY TO FY) 









OPTION 5 WEAPON SYSTEM MATRIX 

FIELD 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

EXPLANATION 

VARIOUS GCE ITEMS 

IDENTIFIES PRIMARY USER/LWD SERVICE 

ALL GCE WORK NOT PART OF CORE 

NOT AVAILABLE IN GCE STUDY DATA 

VARIOUS SOR'S 

NOT AVAILABLE - OPTION IS BASE ON $ VICE MAN-HOURS 

CUMULATIVE BUSINESS BASE FOR FY'S PROJECTED IN FIELD 
I. EXAMPLE: A $1 MILLION COHPETITION THAT RESULTED . 

IN A SOR FOR THREE YEARS WOULD BE COUNTED AS 
$3 MILLION IN THE BUSINESS BASE. 

I/S - SOR DETERHINED THROUGH PUBLIC/PUBLIC COIIPETI- 
TION, KEY ACTION. IS PUBLIC/PUBLIC COMPETITION OCCL?S, 
NOT THAT EQUIPHENT IS NECESSARILY INTER-SERVICED. 

P/PC - SOR DETERMINED THROUGH PWLIC/PRIVATE OR 
PRXVATE/PRIVATE COMPETITION. KEY ACTION IS 
COMPETITION OCCURS THAT INVOLVES PRIVATE SECTOR. 
NOT THAT EQUIPMENT IS NECrSSARILY TRANSITIONED TO 
-ATE OR PUBLIC SECTOR. 

COST OF ACTION = m s  ALLOCATED mon GROSS SAVINGS 
TO COVER TBE COST OF COMPETITION. COST OF ACTION 
OCCURS ANNUALLY REGARDLESS OF LENGTH OF CONTRACT 
RESULTING FROM COMFTTITION. EXAMPLE: A $1 MILLION 
COMPETITION THAT INVOLVED TEE PRIVATE SECTOR AND 
RESULTED IN A THREE !EAR SOR DETERMINATION WOULD 
GENERATE TEE FOLLOWING: 

* TOTAL B ~ S ~ S S  'BASE = $3 MILLION ($1 MILLION X ~- --. -- 
3 YEAR CONTRACT) 

GROSS SA- = $0.6 MLLTON ($1 MILLION X 
201 X 3 YEAR CONTRACT) OR 
$ 0  2 MIUION/YZAR 

COST OF ACTION - $0.12 MILLION ($1 MILLION x -- 
4% X 3 YEAR CONTRACT) OR 
S 04 MILLION/YEAR 

NET SAVINGS = $0.48 MILLTON (GROSS SAVINGS 
MINUS COST OF ACTION) OR $0.16 

' MILLION/YEAR 
GROSS SAVINGS AND NET SAVINGS AS DEFINED ABOVE. 

NOT AVAILABLE UNTIL COMPETITION OCCURS. 





GROUND CO)UU1WICATIOWS AN WwrlCS SlUOY 

MI ION 1' HO!~&S&:GC€ . u a J @ l + O ; ! O . T ~  . ' A .  

(SAAD ELECTRO.OPTICS TO ANAD) 

APPENDIX (1) 

(HOURS IN THOUSANDS) 

FV91  F Y 9 1  FY91  f Y 9 2  F V 9 2  F Y 9 2  f Y 9 3  FV93  FY93  FY94  f Y 9 4  FY94 FY95 FY95  FY95 
FUWOEO 91615 CAPACIlY fUNDED 91615 CAPACITY FUNDED 31615 CAPACllY FUNDED 91615 CAPACITY FUNDED 91615 CAPACITY 

DEPOT UKLD CAP x UIIL UKLD CAP x UIIL UKLD CAP x UIIL UKLD CAP x UTIL UKLD CAP x ur IL ................................................................................................................................... 
SMD 975 2,394 40.73% 1,113 2,394 46.49% 

NAD-JA . 1 5 20.43% 1 5 20.43% 1 5 20.43% 1 5 20.43X 1 5 20.43% 

MAD - NOR 4 19 20.23% 4 19 21.51% 4 19 21.51% 6 19 21.51% 4 19 21.51% 

NESEC SO 16 25 62.07X 18 25 70.73% 19 25 74.66% 21 25 82.52% 23 25 90.38% 

> HESEC POR 2 4 51.08% 2 4 51.08% 2 4 51.08% 2 4 51.08% 2 4 51.08% 
'u 
'd , 
m 
z ANAD 101 101 100.00% 101 101 100.00% 101 101 100.00% 

z 





GROUND CCMMUNICATIONS-ELEX3TRONICS STUDY 

O P T I O N  I - YOVMEXT OF 02&E FRQ4 SAAD 'FI TOAD 

a. Sacramento Army Depot w i l l  c lose  with C & E  workload primarily 
t ransferr ing t o  Tohyhanna A r m y  Depot. 

b. The Sacramento A r m y  Depot e lectro-cpt ics  workload w i l l  t ransfer  t o  
Anniston A m y  Depot. 

c. Tne Army workload was derived €ran the  Budget S t r a t  fo r  FY91-93. FY94 
and FY95 workload was s t ra ight- l ined frm -93. Reimbrsable  workload was 
based on h i s tor ica l  data. 

d. Workload was not decremented based on a d e c l i n i q  defense h d g e t .  

e. Maximum capacity is defined by 1615 d i r e c t  labor mn-hcurs per year x 
t he  rnunber of work posi t ions  x .95 and are calculated based on the  maximum 
number of d i r e c t  labor personnel t h a t  can work a s i n g l e  s h i f t .  

a ,  Tobyhanna Army Depot's cur ren t  t o t a l  capacity of 5.3 mil l ion man-hours 
(which includes 3.9 CC&E capacity) Leaves considerable surge capacity/ 

.capabi l i ty  even a f t e r  assuming the  SAAD CC&E workload. 

b. Tobyhanna Army Depot's to& capacity w i l l  increase t o  6.1 million 
man-hcurs with CC&E capacity of 4.6 million man-hmrs i n  FY93. This increased 
capacity is a t t r i t u t a b l e  t o  two congressionally approved mi l i t a ry  construction 
projects ;  e.g. a 178,000 square foot Cammnications security (CmSEII) 
Facility and a 67,000 square foo t  S a t e l l i t e  C m i c a t i o n s  Mission Fac i l i ty .  

c, In canptting capacity, i t  is important t o  recognize t h a t  Q=hE is a 
theore t ica l  subcategory of the C-E canmcdity grmp.  In prac t ice ,  there is 
m c h  c c m m a l i t y  between the two. The same types of personnel s k i l l s ,  test 
equipnent, and workplace are required t o  support C-E workload. For 
these reasons, C L E  capacity and C-E capacity can be cansidered the 
same. 

111. COST SAVINGS 

a,  Transfer of SAAD's workload t o  T'OAD r e s u l t s  i n  a DOD savings of 
$186,036,000 during the period FY93-95. Tobyhanna Army Depot's 
subs tan t ia l ly  lower -rating cos t  a r e  reflected i n  its highly c q t i  t i v e  
bid r a t e  (lowest in  the  U. S. A m y  &pot ~ y s t a i  Car~nand) which e a s i l y  
overcanes the cnetime cos t s  incurred by the SAAD closure.  

b. Tobyhanna's canpet i t ive  bid r a t2  equates t o  a lower cperating 
cost. C o n t r i h t i n g  f ac to r s  include waqe grade Locality pay di f fe rences ,  
organizational s t r u c t u r e ,  d i r e c t  t o  i n d i r e c t  r a t i o s ,  d i r e c t  labor y ie ld ,  grade 

Appendix 2 I 



s t r u c t u r s ,  p r d u c t i v i t y /  management i n i t i a t i v e s  ard the d i s t r i bu t ion  of a 
l a rge  mn-hcur base across a lw s tab l ized  overhead cost .  m r t h e r  reductign 
of the  bid rare w i l l  occur when SAAD workload is assumed,, 

c. One time transportation exwnses  for  inovenent of S W ' s  nroducticn 
q u i g e n t  t o  'IDA9 are included i n  the  cos t  analysis.  However, ana lys i s  
th rmgh a transportation model developed by TOAD provides a year ly  savings af 
$3,042,000 'bas& on a global d i s t r i bu t ion  of 300 uni ts .  mis m d e l  projectaf 
t ransporta t ion requirements based on Army population in  each of 12 gecgrsphic 
worldwide. Shipnent costs \ere based on standard pro f i l e s  and costing data 
mde ava i lab le  fran the Mil i tary  T ra f f i c  Management Camand. The r e s u l t s  of 
t h e  model indicate  subs tan t ia l  t ranspor ta t ion  savings s ince 65 percent of a l l  
custaners  are located closer t o  TOAD. 

d. Transit ion of the  electro--tics workload t o  A W  cculd be 
acccmpl ished thrcugh a planned phased- i n  thereby reducing or el iminating t h e  
t r ans i t i on  cos t s  associated with i n t e r i s  contractor support. - 

e. One-time mi l i t a ry  re locat ion costs crxld  be fur ther  reduced or 
eliminated i f  normal ro ta t ions  a r e  scheduled t o  coincide with the  planned 
depot closure. Currently S W  has nine mi l i t a ry  posit ions associatd with t!!e . . 
02&E workload. 

- .  

f. Personnel separation costs solely a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the SAAD c losure  . a\ a .  

can be reduced b e l w  the  es t imate  used i n  t h i s  study if the Armv bui ld  
d m  continues between n w  and the -93 projected ciosure, 

IV. ~ O ~ ~ ~ & I , M , P , ~ ~ ! O  

a. Tobyhanna A m y  Depot has the capacity t o  a c c m o d a t a  SAAD workload 
while still re ta ining the a b i l i t y  t o  respond t o  any mobilization rquiremants .  

b. Tobyhanna A b y  Depot has a newly constructed high technology Reserve 
Ccrnponent Training F a c i l i t y  for t h e  Army. Transfer of the SAAD workload would 
enable that t ra in ing  f a c i l i t y  t o  expand its range of MOS t ra in ing  offer& t o  
Reserve Canponent and National Qlard w r s .  Tobyhanna is a t  the center  of 3 
500 m i l e  radius  which represents the g r e a t e s t  densi ty  of Resenre Canponent 
population i n  the world. 

c. ~ o b y h a r k  is s t r a t e g i c a l l y  lecated near eas tern ports, overseas. 
a i r  terminals, t h e  metrcpoli tan a reas  of New Pork Ci ty  and ehi ladelphia ,  
major i n t e r s t a t e  highways, r a i l roads ,  and a i rpor t s .  -4nalysis of 
e a s t  coast/west coast  t ransporta t ion r a t e s  shows tha t  TOAD'S locat ion 
provides shor te r  access t o  the Persian Q ~ 1 f  and the Ebrcpean Theatra, and 
t h e  majori ty of Army equipnent users.  thereby reducing turnaround time and 
maintenance f l o a t  requirements. Both of these fac tors  cont r ibu te  t o  
increased readiness of Army uni ts .  

d. Consolidation of a l l  Anry Q=bE within one depot wauld s impl i fy  and 
a t  t he  same t i m e  enhance the  process by which requirements are placed on t h e  
l o g i s t i c s  s y s t m .  Consolidation would a l s o  a c c m c d a t e  the exped i t ims  fill13 'L - 

of a l l  C & E  requirements within t he  A m y  during peacetime and mobilization. 



. 9 
e. ' ~ e a d i n e s s  to  the Army w i l l  be enhanced k a u s e  of the consol idat icn 

of workloads. ';his i s  due t o  the  following: 
; : 

(1) ~ v a i l a b i l i t y  of a larqer  a l ec t ron ic  s k i l l  Sass capable of 
supportinq a l l  CE cmdi t l es .  

(2)  The caranonality of repa i r  .parts and t e s t  qu ipnen t ,  

( 3  ) Reducd transports t ion  t i n e  due f ran .  the 2rox i m i  ty  of users. 

f .  The SXAD t o  TOAD cption would c l e a r l y  s a t i s f y  the -4rmy's "core" 
r e q u i r e n t s .  

g. This cption rspresents the  l e a s t  disrupt ion in  se rv ice  f o r  cur ren t  
SAAD C & E  c u s t m s r s  s ince the e q u i p e n t  would still be serviced within the  
Army Logistics system, 

h. Tobyhanna can reacquire 19,800 acres  of- adjacent land fo r  expansion 
purposes in  the event of any nat ional  anergency. 

i 
I V. POTENTIAL LAYAWAY 

I Potent ia l  Layaway of buildings a t  f o r  mobilization would r e s u l t  i n  
t he  retqntion of 201,828 sq. f t .  of work space and a savings of 

.. Depot plant  e q u i p e n t  which has not k e n  t ransferred t o  TOAD 
c m l d  ranam onsi te and be  included i n  the  layaway. 

VI.  PROS AND CONS 

a. Consolidation of a l l  of Amy's O=&E workload a t  TOAD w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a 
U.S, Amy Center of 'Pechnical Excellence f o r  Ccrr~~lunications-Electronics. 
.4r;ny1s w e r a l l  level of exper t ise  would be g rea t ly  enhanced s ince  a l l  s k i l l s  
associated with C-E wculd be ava i lab le  a t  me location,  f a c i l i t a t i n g  
technology sharing and creating a wider base of electronics knwledge, All of 
the depot 's  engineerirq s k i l l s  would be s ingular ly  devoted to  C-E, without the 
d i l u t i o n  of focus inherent i n  hrulti-catuncdity scenarios. mis ac t ion  w i l l  
e l i m i n a t e  a s ign i f ican t  duplication of f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  presently e x i s t  within 
t h e  Army. Industr ia l  p l an t  u t i l i z a t i o n  r a t e s  w i l l  increase a t  a l l  depots t h a t  
receive transferred rrraintenance workload, and the u t i l i z a t i o n  r a t e s  of Army 
depot maintenance f a c i l i t i e s  as an e n t i r e  sys tan  w i l l  a l so  increase due t o  the 
reduction in the w e r a l l  capacity base. 

b. 'Ihis q t i o n  allows the Army i n  pa r t i cu l a r  and DOD w e r a l l  t o  t s k e  
advantage of the  s ign i f ican t ly  lower -rating cos t s  a t  TOAD ra ther  than 
SAAD-thus e x e a t i n g  the work a t  a $106,036,000 savings wer a 5-year pericd. 

c, Tobfhanna w i l l  receive the l a rges t  portion of SAAD* s workload. 
Autmated maintenance systans such a s  the  Etaintenance Shop Floor Systan a d  
the  Autanated Storage and Retrieval System which a r e  modern state-of-the-art  

.i'nformation and m t e r i a l  delivery systems t o  support t h i s  workload a r e  already 
'operational a t  TOAD. 



d.  Tobyhanna i s  engaged in cooperative ventures with many higher 
educational i n s t i t u t i ons  t o  perform applied rasearch i n  the d e ~ o t ' s  
industr ia l  s e t t i ng  thus applying the  l a t e s t  technology to  enhance on dspot 
productivity and manufacturing. Applications include surf ace mmnt technoiq, '  
tssrirq, a r t i f i c i a l  intell igence; and laser  welding, w i t h  Penn Stats ,  &high,  
Fiilkss College, and the University of Scranton, 

e. Tobfhanna A m y  %pot's  Environmental S t ress  Sc r sen iq  f a c i l i t y  is t h e  
largest  such tes t ing  f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  Departnent of Defense. I t  consists of 12 
t q r a t u r e  chanbers and 5 vibration tables ,  Each chamber has a 48 c u j i c  foot  
capacity and can undergo temperature changes of up t o  20 degrees centiqrads 
per ininute, within the range of -73 t o  173 d e g r s s  centigrade. The vibration 
tab les  a r s  capable of 6000 force pounds fo r  a bandwidth of 20 t o  2680 hz. 
9y exposing modules of canponents t o  var ia t ions  in  tenperatures and vibration,  
marginal or defec t ive  canponents can be  i so la ted  and replaced t o  provide more 
r e l i ab l e  equipnent. A s  a r e su l t  of 3esert Shield, we a re  processing a l l  
VRC-12 radios thrcugh t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  thereby, incrsasinq the radio 's  
r e l i a b i l i t y  i n  the  harshest  climate of the  Persi-an Qllf. 

f ,  Also located a t  TOA3 is a la rge  laboratory for simulation of 
weather/envirornnental conditions thrcxlghout the world. Because of the unique 
r a i n  chambers, i n f r a r d  wens,  a l t i t u d e  tester and other specialized q u i p e n t  
a t  the f a c i l i t y ,  mater ia ls  can Se testd against  the requiranents of dese r t ,  
r a i n  fores t ,  a r c t i c ,  and other harsh climates. Also avai lable  is shock, 
canpression, and impact test equipnent. 

3.  Tobyhanna was an e a r l y  leader  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of T e s t  Program Sets (TPS) 
withia  iX)D. Today i t  reaps the benef i t s  of those 25 years of expr ience .  The 
depot is the  TPS support Fac i l i t y  for  the  Depot Systan Caturtand (DESCCM); 
providing a l l  ATE/TPS re la ted support services t o  the 
Camunicati  ons-Electr onics Camand (CECaM) and Army elements thr cughout t he  
world. The support  includes a l l  aspects  of ATE, TPSs, A ' E  hardwara/soLtwarz, 
s tardards  and Configuration Managanent and Control. Technical ass is tance is 
provided t o  major subordinate camands (MSCs) and Project  Managers i n c l u d i q  
should cost s tud ie s  and f i n a l  acceptance of contractor  prepared TPSs. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot a l so  maintains ( i n  a newly constructed e n v i r m e n t a l l y  
controllcd k i l d i n g )  the  TPS Repository f o r  the depot and CECM. 
Responsibi l i t ies  of the TPS Repository cons i s t  of l i f e  cycle configuration 
control; s to r ing  of TPS f i l e s ,  resources and media; reproduction, assembly, 
test and worldwide d is t r iku t ion ,  da t a  l inks ,  precessing of engineering changes 
proposals (ECPs) and over-the-counter issue,  

h. Tobyham has the  Largest engineering department of any Army depot 
and includes a Production Design & Devalqment Branch giving TOAD the  
capabi l i ty  t o  design,  manufacture & i n t eg ra t e  new e l e c t r m i c s  assemblages for  
a l l  services.  Th i s  unique Special Fabrication mission has made IDAD the  
la rges t  supplier of C-E s h e l t e r s  fo r  DOD. A 22-workstation state-of-the-art 
Cmputer Aided bg inee r ing  (CAE) System provides advanced capabi l i t i es  such a s  
s o l i d s  mbdeling, hidden l i n e  removal, f i n i t e  elenent analysis,  numerical 
control  data  generation,  and autanat ic  pr inted c i r c u i t  board placement, 
r a t i n g ,  and simulation. In addit ion st. z and dynamic response analysis  
enable TOAD t o  avoid destruct ive tes t ing  of systems. Drawings a r e  
au tana t ica l ly  prcduced, modified, and ver i f ied.  B i l l s  of Material and CNZ 
Prqram ta-pes a r e  a l s o  e lectronical  ly generated. 



i.' Since 1975, TOAD has been responsibLe for providing s a t e l l i t e  
camrunications systems for the  ~ri-services, White Hcuse, and N4TO 
Signatoriss.  mAi3 provides support fo r  both s t r a t e g i c  and t a c t i c a l  s a t s l l i t ?  4 

systems. By v i r tue  of TOAD'S experisnce and expert ise  in the  f i e l d  of 
satsllite ccnanrnications and involvement with the Space TechnoLqf :.lorkina 
Grcup, t h e  depot was selected as 2TX f o r  Space C m n i c a t i o n s .  TOA3 maintains 
t he  q i n e e r i n g  tes t  k d  for  S a t s l l i t e  S i g i t a l  C m n i c a t i o n s  Subsystems 
(33s) f o r  t h e  Defense S a t e l l i t s  Camrunications Systms. M A D  has designed 
and hilt the  majority of ESS sites worllwide, 

j. &\laintenance Support FaciLi t ies /Capabi l i t ies  

(1) Tobyhanna ~ n n y  ~ e p o t  pe r foms  caplete r q a i d o v e r h a u l  Eor a 
var ie ty  of CCA, Surveillance, Interrogator ,  Weather and Mortar Locating Radar 
Systws.  mintenance services include overhaul mcdification, and upgrade and 
performance tes t ing  t o  or iginal  mnufactur ing specif icat ions .  Furthermore, 
technical  support is provided by an experienced s t a f f  of professional 
engineers who Fssess a high deg r t e  of exper t i se  i n  the a rb  =a of radar 
technology. 

( 2 )  In  addition, TOAD operates  two Radar Antenna Pat tern Ranges. 
These ranges g ive  TOAD the capab i l i t y  t o  a l i g n  and test many tqps of radar 
antenna. Using a sophisticated AZ over EL over %st Pedestal ,  t he  
Radiation Patterns,  i n  the form of Amplitude vs. Azimuth p lo t s ,  i n  any a x i s  
as required, a r e  calculated and hard ccp ies  are produced by c h a r t  recorders. 
Axis include the  horizontal, v e r t i c a l ,  and the  rotor  used in  t he  A N m - 4 A  
Mortar Locating Radar Systw. Horizontal and Circular  Polar izat ion mode 
adjustments are done onsite and the antennas a r s  retested. once canplete  
these antennas are put i n  cptimum cp t i ca l ,  mechanical and electrical 

c a l i b r a t i o n  befor2 king returned t o  the rhear systw f o r  f i n a l  operational 
tes t ings .  

are: 
(3  1 The radar systems that have antennas tes ted a t  these ranges 

AN/TPN-18A8A E&ar 
AN/FPN40 Radar 
ANESQ-84/84A M a r  
AN/TSQ-'I1B A i r  Traf f ic  Control  Central  
~tJ/TPX41/44/46 I n t e r z q a t o r  
ANhQQ-4A Mortar Locating R a d a ~  

(4) Tobyhanna performs f i n a l  cperational tests m a l l  of the  above 
mentioned Grand Control Approach Radars cn m r  l i v e  ta rge t  range. mis 
includes conducting f i n a l  precision approach of thi overhauled radars  with 
an a i r c r a f t  t o  300 f t .  AGL. Accuracy of the  radar is ve r i f i ed  using a 
t h e d o l i t e  which has a .02 degree resolution.  'the surve i l lance  mcdes and 
ccmrunication capabil i ties of , these sys  tms a r e  .checked during the f l  iqh t  
test. mis unique capabi l i ty  ensuras high qua l i t y  radar systens  a r e  f ie lded 
t o  Army avia t ion  units.  



k. Enviromental Considerations - Tobyhanna Army Depot and SAAD 
environmental management prcgrms cperate all missions and related activities 
in canpliance with state and federal regulatory requirements. -4 new 
state-of-t5e-art hazardcus material storage facility is cperational at TOAD. 
Tobyhanna ' s environmental. initiatives include use of high volume, Lcw pressure 
spray paint equipnent in order to minimize VCC emissions and paint waste. bkw 
lnethcdolcgy in plating has minimized waste within this process. Alumina oxide 
grit has j e e n  rzplaced by zirconia alumina grit to reduce waste in the 
blasting process. Presently, extension of paint filter life and conversion of 
water curtain booths to dry filters are under study. Tobyhanna has designed a 
cradle-tsqrave tracking systm for haurdcus waste/materials. 7'hii systm is 
in process of final test prior to inplanentation. At the present time 40 
percent of the total waste generated is recycled with initiatives in place to 
incrzase this capability, 

1. With the constrictions of the fiscal year 91 congressionally approved 
MILCON a cmnications security building, TOAD will have the largest CCMSEI: 
facility in W D  and will be capable of supporting all services workload. 

m. Tobybanna has a dmonstrated ability to provided rapid, onsi te 
technical assistance to its many custaners thratghout the world. An entire 
organizational alanent wi.thin 'IOAD is devoted to this critical function, 
traveling to CONUS and OCONUS sites as needed. In FY90, 17,808 man-days of 
effor t  was expended on the road in such diverse locales such as Cuba, Panama, 
Norway, United Kingdan, Italy, Fuerto Rico, Australia, Turkey, Gemany, Japan, 
and Korea, -. 

n, Tobyhanna is considered the preeminent employer in Northeastern 
Pennsylvania. This is reflected in the fact that 5,000-6,000 employment . 
inquiries are received annually; the 7.2 percent unemployment rate in the 
surr~nding c m n i  ties; and the depot's average annual salary ($24,640) 
which canpares favorably to the local average salary for manufacturirq 
industries ($20,280). Additionally, past experience denonstrates WAD'S 
ability to hire the required rnrmber of skilled personnel. In Jun 89, ?r)Ai> 
requested an OPM register for 100 wG08 Electronics Mechanics Worker 
positions, Within weeks, 264 qualified candidates were referred for hire. 
The Veteran's Readjustment Act (VRA) authority has recently been expanded to 
allw amployment of post-Viet Nam era vets, Since the program's inception, 
e.g., 69 percent of the total work force are veterans. Other factors which 
support TOAD'S recruitment ability are the local schools which offsr specific 
electronics curriculum; e.g., Lincoln Tkchnical , ~ohnson School of 
Technology, kzerne Camunity College, and three Penn State campuses. 
Additional technical expertise is available thrmgh local universities a d  
high tech centers e.g., Ben Franklin Prcgram at Lehigh University. In 
addition, Pennsylvania Industrial Resource Ccuncil, Northeastern Pennsylvania 
Manufacturers Association, Research Assistank Program with Wilkes College, 
etc. Mobilization analysis canpleted by 'IDAD'S Civilian Personnel Division 
confirms this ability to favorably rsact to, and exceed, a large hiring 
requirement across the range of required skills. 



(1) Tobyhanna has established repair/overhaul capabi l i ty  t o  sun?ort 
Fiber @tic workload. Special i t &  equ ipnent necessary t o  manufactare/ 
repair/overhaul f iSer  cp t i c  cab12 asstrnblies is in  place. Quip ten t  3~3i13Si-2 
includes a fusion vlicer, ~ p t i c a l  t i m e  danain r s f l e c t m e t o r  (OTDR), c u t t i r q  
and 2olisning .mchi2es, op t ica l  a t tenuat ion test sets, and associated tools .  
Tobyhanna i s  r e s e n t l y  Eabritat ing new ansl/or u-radi.9 t5rcugh technolcgy 
inser t ion pravicusly b u i l t  systems uhich use  f i be r  qtics extensively. These 
fabricated s y s t e m  include: t he  Defense S a t e l l i t e  ~ m n i c a t i o n s  S y s t m  - 
Operations Control System (9CS); the  Oig i ta l  G r a p  Hul t ipl txor  for  PM 
tk l t i -Service  Car~rntnications System (AN/-173, AN/TRC-1 74, AN/TX-l75; and 
XN/TX-l38A); and the Remote &lay Systan AN/TSQ-144 (Guardrail V ) ;  Corps 
Theatre Autanated Service Center 11; (C'XRSCII); Relocatable Amy Processors 
f o r  Inte l l igence Data mrcpe (RAPIDE) ; and Mobile Battle Managanent 
Demonstrator, 

( 2 )  Tobyhanna designed, manufactured and canpleted systms 
integrat ion of 38 AN/TSQ-146 Dig i ta l  Srmp Multiplexer s h e l t s r  
systans for  the A i r  Force. This e f f o r t  included fabr ica t ion ,  
test, tschnical  rrranual preparation and provisioninq. 

o. S a t e l l i t e  Cammica t ions  - To-byhanna ~ r r n y  Depot provides the  fol- 
l o w i k  sueport  services t o  Project  Hanager Satellite C m n i c a t i o n s  (PM 
SA'ICCEI) . 

(1) Organic Depot k v e l  cHaintenance (Dm) - TOAD serves  a s  the  p r ine  
mission depot p rwid ing  DU4 repair/overhaul support  f o r  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  SA'ICCEI 
Stra teg ic ,  Tac t ica l  and Control systems, AS the prime mission depot, TOA3 
supports approximately 25 unique major S a t e l l i t e  Terminals and over 2,100 Line 
Replaceable Units (LRUs), Subassem5lies and modules. Several spec i f i c  examples 
include : 

(a) Crcund Mobile Forces (W) Satellite 'lkrminals such as t h e  
AN/TSC-85/93, A i  r Force AN/TSC-94/108, AN/=-40 Canbined Grand Camand Post 
Terminal and AN/MSC-64 Force 'fenninal. 

(b) St ra t eg i c  S a t e l l i t e  Tkrminals t o  include the ANRSC-78/79, 
ANKSC-39, AN/GSC-49 Jam Resistant  Secure Camtunications (JRSC) Terminal and 
the Digi ta l  C ~ i c a t i o n s  S a t e l l i t e  Subsystm (CCSS). 

(c )  ANfiSQ-114 S a t e l l i t e  C m n i c a t i o n s  Monitoring and Control  
Central  and subsystans of the Defgnse S a t s l l i t e  Catmunications Systan 
Operational Control System (DCCS). , 

(d) m t u r e  DLM workload includes the AN/GSC-~~ State-of-the-Art 
Medium Termi.?al (SAMT) , Sing12 Channel Objective Tac t ica l  (SCOTT) , Anti-Jam 
Control Modem (AJCM) and CM-73 .Diqital Data Ploden. 

( 2 )  Design and Developnent and .%nufacturinq - WAD serves  as t he  
prime systan in tegra tor  fo r  the  XSS.  (hr n i s s ion  includes engineering 
design, fabr icat ion,  in tegrat ion a d  tes t ing  of c c q l e x  s t a t e - o f - t h e a r t  
systems deployed worldwide. . Dtampl~s include t he  AN/MSC-66 OCSS Van, 
AN/hSC-74 Operations (OPS) Van and a?proximately 74 unique e l ec t ron i c  racks 
and interfaces.  - 



( 3 )  T e s t  Prcqrm Set (TPS) 3evelqm2nt and Acceptance - Tobyhanna has 
developed a var ie ty  of TPSs t o  support SA'ICCM mission rquirement; and is 
present ly  negotiating fu tu re  requiransnts. In addit ion,   TO^ provides 
technical  ass is tance and guidance t o  RI SA'ICCM and CECM d u r i q  the acceptance 
of contractor developad TPSS, 

C 
( 4 )  Technical Assistance and S i t e  In s t a l l a t i ons  

(a)  Tobyhanna provides emergency on-si t~ technical assistance t o  
S A T W  sites located worldwide. In addition, cor rec t ive  assistance is 
prmided t o  s i te personnel via telephone thrcugh use of unique SAl'CCM test and 
f a c i l i t y  a t  TOAD. Field problens can Se d u p l i c a t d  a d  resolved through u s e  
of t h i s  system. 

(b) Tobyhanna has performed numercus site ins ta l la t ions  and 
mcdifications/upgr&es t o  support SA'ICCM mission requirements, Ihe depot is 
cur ren t ly  negotiating r q u i r m e n t s  for  TOAD t o  i n s t a l l  nearly 400 
Anti-Jam Control Ycdans a t  C Z  S a t e l l i t e  Terminals deployed worldwide. 
Tobyhanna is a l so  scheduled t o  incorporate the  s ing le  Channel Ransponder 
Receiving S e t  (SCTR) a t  approximately 114 sites. 

(c)  Tobyhanna provides orientation t ra inirq/ inst ruct ion,  
consis t ing of both theore t ica l  and 'hands-m" t ra in ing  t o  p r s o n n e l  a t  v a r i a s  
sites and a t  mAD. Prior  t o  f ie lding of SAXOM systems, personnel fran 
gain i .7  i n s t a l l a t i on  t rave l  t o  1Dhil t o  receive technical  t ra ining a d  hands-m 
e x p r i e n c e  with their equipnent, thus ensuring snooth t rans i t ion  t o  the 
cus taner  . 

(5)  Integrated ~cgistic Support (ILS) - Tom's a c t i v i t i e s  span the 
e n t i r e  ILS function t o  include developnent and evaluation of Integrated 
Logis t ics  Support Plans ( ILSPs) ; validation,  ve r i f i ca t ion  and developnent of 
numerms test procedures and specifications;  and provisioning functions. 

( 6 )  TOAD'S major fabr icat ion e f f o r t  fo r  the SATCCM Prcgram 
included the manufacturing and f ie lding of approximately 4,400 e lec t ron ic  
equipnent racks t o  164  sites deplqed worldwide. .As a futura modernization 
i n i t i a t i v e  a SATCCM Mission F a c i l i t y  w i l l  provide over 43,200 square feet of 
f l oo r  space toisupport clverall SA'XCCM mission workload requirements. 

q. F i r e  Control ard Bat t l e f i e ld  Autanation - Tobyhanna Anny Depot's 
s u m o r t  services  t o  CBXM, MICCM, Foreign Mil i tary Sales, and other services 
include depot 's  repair/overhaui, modification and f i e l d  support of the U.S. 
Army Tact ica l  F i r e  Control and Bat t le f ie ld  -4utcrnations Systems. The follcx~ing 
is a l i s t i n g  of the primary systems supported: 

AN/TSQ-73 ~ i ss i l e  Mirder Sys tm 
AN/GSGlB Tact ical  F i r e  Control S y s t e ~ ~  (TACFIRE) 
AN/GYX-29 Battery C a n p ~ t e r  Systen (BCS) 
-144 CXln Display Unit (GW) 
AN/PSG2A/B Digi ta l  Message Device (DMD) 
AN/PSGS FIST-DE.ID 
M-23 Mortar, B a l l i s t i c s  Zcmplter 
AN/GSC-21 Variable Format Message .%try Device (m) 
AN/T%-141 TApI2E Maintenanas Support System 



r. Tobyhanna a l so  has its own in-hcuse Technical Training Scnool (Toby 
Tech) with 7 full-time ins t ruc tors  providirq ins t ruc t ion  i n  solder ing,  bas i c  
math, special ized test e q u i p e n t ,  d i g i t a l  a lec t ron ics ,  Linear and d i g i t a l  
i n t q r a t e d  c i r c u i t s  t o  name a f2w. Tobyhanna has its own in-house 4-year 
Apgrzntice Program in e l x t r o n i c s  and metal trades. Bnployees en te r  the  
p r q r m  as t ra inees  and graduate a s  full-fledged jcurneymen. This was the  
f i r s t  Department of Labor approved Electronics ~ p p r e n t i c e  Program within DOD. 

s. The Center of Technical Ehcellence (C'IX) concept was c rea t id  within 
3ESCCM t o  assure  canplete integrat ion of the depot indus t r ia l  base in  support 
of the t o t a l  acquis i t ion l i f e  cycle. Under t h i s  concept, individual d e p o s  
a r e  designated as the C'CX fo r  sel-ed major new weapon systans and &st then 
provide intensive log i s t i c s  management of the nw systan fran inception t!!ru 
f ie ldirq .  Based on TOAD'S capab i l i t i e s  and technical  exper t ise ,  it is 
current ly  assigned 12 CT2L programs - the most of any depot within DESCCM. 

t, Total Quality Managment - Tobyinanna AT Depot has always been 
r scqn ized  f o r  its progressive and innovative management i n i t i a t i v e s  
t h r c u g h a t  the A m y .  In 1988 the  depot c c m i t t e d  i t s e l f  t o  the Lnpknentaticn 
of m. The process began with a r i g o r a s  t ra in ing  prcqram f o r  a l l  senior  
level  mnagers. This included mandatory sess ions Sy the Federal Quality 
In s t i t u t e ,  Daning Seminars, S t a t i s t i c a l  etocess Control  Classes, and a hos t  of 
other t ra in ing  tha t  provided a ccmmon Language f o r  management. The e f f o r t s  
have set the s tage  for  a number of process imprwanents. One of the  depot ' s  
most critical processes, t h e  a a p i s i t i o n  cycle, w s  dissected and analyzed t o  
ident i fy  and implement improvenents thrcugh a P r o c e s s  Action Team, In - 
addition t o  these f o m 1  process improvenents , numer cus experiments are *bei .lg 
conducted within the Supply and Contracting azenas, TO fur ther  develop cur 
continucus improvenent a b i l i t y  a m/Cus taner  Relations session is taugi-lt 
monthly t o  the depot workforce. The TQM e f f o r t s  and those of the depot ' s  
Quality Circles have been integrated t o  ensure a cmm direct ion.  

u. In cocp?ration w i t h .  East Strcxldsburg University, VXASAR (Voice 
Interface for Autanated Storage and Retrieval) has reduced material  handl ing ,  
keyplnch e r r o r s  c o n t r i h t i n g  t o  increased productivity, W S A R  renoves the  
need f o r  s ta t ionery  process s t a t i ons  allowing workers t o  move Freely t o  t he  
workload, induct data and cor rec t  e r ro r s  W i a t e l y .  Data is inducted v i a  
.voice input and e r ro r s  are isolated and reported v i a  voice m t p t  el iminating 
labor intensive tasks by operators. 

v. printed C i r cu i t  Board Manufachlrirq - Tobyhanna Anny Depot has the  
capabi l i ty  t o  fabr ica te  s ing le  and d m b l e s i d e d  Printed C i r cu i t  Boards (PCBs). 
Features of t h i s  *ration include: a cen t ra l  reproduction area with Lnaging 
systems, s t a t e -o f - thea r t  K B  fabr icat ion e q u i p e n t ,  canponent assenbly 
workstations, and MIL-P-55110 test and inspection s t a t i ons .  EQuipnent 
necessary for  manufacture of multi-layer printed c i r c u i t  boards is presen t ly  
being acquired. me design of PCBs is done w i t h .  a C q t e r  Vision Conprter 
Aided hgineer ing  System, a l l w i n g  t h e  a f f i c i e n t  prcduction of a Level 111 
Drawing Package and any required Technical Manuals. Testing of the canpleted 
PCBs is accmplished with u t i l i z a t i o n  of Autanatic -st ~ u i p o e n t  (ATE). 



w, Tobyhanna A m y  Depot has supported Federal, S t a t e  and local law 
enforcanent agencies in  t h e i r  drug in te rd ic t ion  e f f o r t s  for nearly 3 years, 
and has special  accmnts  es tab l i shed . to  provide technical e x ~ r t i s e ,  f i e l d  
support, maintenance and storage of ground sensor survei l lance syst2ms m e d  
by the U,S. astans Service and 3.S. .?Iarine Corps and loaned t o  the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) . Tobyhanna is a l so  a major 
z o n t r i h t o r  t o  the j o in t  Federal, S t a t e  and local law enforcement prcqrun 
known as  Operation Alliance, whose eradication of i l l e g a l  drug t raff icking in 
t he  United S ta tes ,  Tobyhanna s t o r t s ,  maintains, overhauls, and i n s t a l l s  a 
la rge  var ie ty  of highly carplex sensor system. capable of detecting metall ic,  
accus t ic  and seismic intrusions across O.S. borders, Training of appropriate 
l a w  enforcement o f f i c i a l s  in  the prcper -ration of t h i s  equipnent is a lso  
the pine respons ib i l i ty  of TOAD personnel, Since 1986, Tobyhanna has a lso  
overhauled and repaired a large volume of sensor equigment i n  support of the 
President ' s  War on Drugs, and has ass i s ted  numeras Field  Narcotics Officers 
i n  t!!e placement of grmnd sensor q i p n e n t  along the borders of the  United 
States ,  - 

x. The depotl.s 24-hour custansr ass i s tance  recorder or "Hotline" 
established i n  1982 p r w i d e s  pratpt and accurate information or ass is tance t o  
A m e d  Forces prsonnel ,  both Active IXlty and Reserve and their civilian 
c m n t e p r t s .  This serv ice  can be accessed v ia  the Army-wide Defense %itched 
Network (DSN) or caxnercially and p r w i d e s  an in tegra l  l ink between the depot 
and the so ld i e r  i n  the f ie ld .  I t  is widely recognized as a quid and r e l i a b l e  
s3urce of help. .. 
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.L?MY FAXAGE: CONSOLI3ATE ;XU) a O r N D  C-E AT TaA3. 

ELF-ENTS 2F COST: 

/3 
1. RELCCATION ilF PRODIKTI3N EQIII?!-fE'J'?. i71E P U N 7  Q[11?4E::T 3:R-E:<TTY LCCAT2.; 
AT SAW :as Lxsrzg .VD 1 2 ~ x 1 ~ 1 ~ 3  :U XAJ FCP amrzq. IN 3 :ET~Q~IuZ& 
APP30A23, XX? F'iAS? 4.VXYZEI) F I E  =!REX? S k u  I.IORKOrU -q:n 3ETZ?>lI\iE3 ;i<I_'E 
PI  ZCES OF EQ[!I?ME.IY EX3 ?ROGEZA:Y X3[113ES. NEXT, EXCESS TOAS Y.4CXI : I €  C4?XTI';.I 
irXS FILLED WITY SA4D WOR:KLOA3 W I ' A Z ~  THE 2EWIYI:lG IJOR.COU BEING Q[!A?!'?I? i 22 
AG\I?;ST idZ LISTISG OF D)[JI??.ICIT. E'ItJALLY, IICSCm NGINEZXIW; C.K'ILITI3 
T i E  ZOSTS OF 31SASSCeLYIM. PXi(&GI?lG, TR4?ISPOR?I?iGr !MP?ICKAGINC, 
.~-SO"BLYI:?G. A 3  CZISRATING N E  QIJIPtZENT SELmED FOR TRANSFER E?(Gl 5Xi3 
TO TOAa. TRkYSFORTlTIOY R4TES -AND i22IIIPMENT WNDLIVG COSTS VdTPE JBT.3I?Im 
FRO4 X;nE ?1ILIT;23Y TRX'FIC ??RklACEICn fiD-PWD Am DJCIYEERIXG SOIlRCE 
REFEiEKES. THE COSTS 'TO E L X A T E  THE ?IIGHT VISION - ELECTP.3 OPTICS 
EQ[IIP.\~S,VT, =IIRRNTLY LCC~TZI AT s m ,  739 ~wo .  NEE c\mrr?,Tm r?r n E  SAYE 
.hVLNNEX. 

'TO ELCCATE SELECTED EQIJIPEIENT F2Cn S A ~ I  ?Dm, 5 2,569,300 : i 0110  9 E  AZZ2I3 
FOR T~r79E?J/?ACM~N?-XCS/S~tIP/CU;I3R4TZ -AND 5 39,308 LKIIJW BE N3111XED 70 
COW2 XXX SHIiJPIYG CCWRGES. FOR THE :WVE.FEIW SrU3 T3 AWD. 
T ~ ~ r N / P . L C K / I l N P A C X / ~ J P / C 4 L I s P X T E :  I-.DIJU SIN TO S 1,267,800 X I T i  S H I P P I X  
CWING TO S 14.080. TOTAL COST XI iOISTIST.PIB GROIN CWMICATIONS il\3 
ELECTRONICS EQIJIREIT iiOtJU BE S 3.939.000. 1 

2. PE.PSONNEL r)mISTRI3IlTION. THE =Om TO REDISTRISIE'E S A U  PEWOWEL 
INCUlDES F I E  ASSXIATE3 m E N S E  OF !ltE??PLO=i.IENT OT(PNS.TTION, SEVERANCE PAY. 
PERWENT CHACE OF STATION (PCS) FOR CIVILI.4NS. .UJD PCS FOR YILIT-UY. 
IlNEXPLOrZplT CCMPENSATION AND SEVEIWZEE PAY WAS CLLCtJIATD FOR 434 S A M  
MPLOYZES. AVERAGE AGE 45 YEARS 1ITH 1 4  4 SEEWIC AND AH AVERYGE SU~Y 
OF S 33,000, BEING SEPARATED. THESE MPLOYEES im JIJDGE3 'PO 9E HIGHLY 
SKILLE3 AND LOCATED I N  A CCMPATIBLE. I(API3LY O(PANDI?IG. LASOR IIARI(ET. 

THEXFORE, SEPARATED EWLOYEES iGRE .USIMED TO BE WITHOIrI' A FtJLL LLIW JOB F9R 
THE PERIOD OF 12 WEEKS. 

IJNI%PLOY?ENT CCMPEJSATION PAYXENTS irXRE CUCItLATED AT $ 1 9 0  PER WEEK FOR 1 2  
WEEKS WR 434 SEPARATED MPLOYEES TO TOP= $ 989,520. L I W I S E .  SEVE.XKNCE 
PAY XAS DFTERMIND FOR 12 WEEKS TO 41JAL $ 11 .411  PEi3 PERSON BASD AVERAGE 
AGE, SERVlCE TI*. AND CIlRREYT PAY FOR -4 'I9TA.L COST 3F $ 4.952.374. THOSE 
MPLOYEES EIJGIBLE EOR PCS M E  TO A T!K\fSF% OF XISSION OR PRIORITY PLAC3?CC 
RIGHTS 'iWi'AL 364 CIVILI.4NS FPtIATISG 70 $ 9.7 MILLION. MILITARY RELCCATIONS 
USCCIATED WITH MRINTEN~~LKE ARE 9 FOR A T3T-4L COST OF $ 138,009;  HUJEVER 
THIS EXPENSE COIJU) BE REDUCE!l I F  W.4TIONS ARE SQIEDIILED ?O ODIKIDE 
WITH THE PUNNED DEFOT CLOStlRE. 



3. C . ~ P . ~ ~ I T . I T Y / ~ E K L O P ~ T .  70 CLOSE S A U ,  A $ 4.5 tlILLION :ZNOV3.:12.'J 5: 4 
WAEHO:JSE :.JO[JtD BE .EQ[JIRE3 PQR .PiE NIGHT VISION - ELECTX2 3 Z I C S  !E?.qI3 
FACILITI .AT .LWIZTON -4R'IY 9EPC)T. 7'0 E:-ISCJRE .1F?l1f XEUINESS 3!JRING T9Z T?ASFZ.? 
OF k;OH:(Lr)A3 F3OM S:\U TO n A 3 ,  CERT.iI'J Ei?Ah%aLES ZOrlU EG[JI9.E S!iORT 7'7?.'-? 
CONTWCTOR SIJPPOR'T. TVE .UDITTONAL COST 3 F  PWZIXG 43,328 313E.tT i;133? :7'2rr?S 
QF ?iIr;rlC 'JI3IO?I - ELECT30 3PTICS GOZSLOA3 0'1 I\WTI3?iAL %I?IT?:!.qhZZ C~ZY~?-;:,"; 722 
SIX YON73S I S  XPPR3XI:YATELY S 1. S YILLIOG. 4R'IY 13 CIR.9EYTI'I. ST!:3\11?1C .3X-i 
TO KCELEBATE 'Ti12 WORiG9A3 PRIO2 I3 CLiiS[JRE 73 AT/313  SAI3 COST. T3  ?1!3{E 
GRO[ JkD CCli'!!1!I'I 15X7'1iJNS ELECRONICS .CEO3 3XR;3 ElOI JLG RES[iLT l!I s'?EzL 
ELATE3 OEWT FACILITIES aEIZIG CLOSED .AT X COST 3F S 56 ,445 ,  

4. TR4;JSPORfATIOnl CGNGE. ;vHI LE FIE .wZY PRESENTLY .YAI:;T.XI XS XI EX-i' t9;S;T 
.AX3 A ivET COAST CTXIMIJNICATIONS-ELECTRO3IfZS ZP.419 PACIL ITY, !JC)F?!tL0.43 13 SCP 
ASSIGNED aASE3 0% SEOGX4PHY. ESSLWIXLLY, ClSTOlYER LOCATION .W XU-sO:! SYSTZ.! 
DENSITY HAVE iCW NO I?JFL[JE?JCE ON THE a P 1 Y ' S  SSXG>i?ENT OF 'FIE Gi?O[J?ID 
CCC.M[NIClTI3NS X4!l !Z..EC'i3oNICS \K)RKLOXI M EITHEZ SAAD OR TOA3. SASE3 Ot! Ti': 
TEZANSFOitTATION CIS?' .CIODEL ITS IYG YILIT.UK T P E T C  tY9:WGEiYENT C:QwBW 3ilT.4 l>D 
THE ACTtJAL WORLDWIDE SYSTEM LCCXTIONS .UJD DENSITIES, THE RELCCXTIO?I OF 2 P  
S M  WR'<LOIW TO THE EAST COAST, I. E. , T o m ,  XO!lLD SAVE $ 3,042,042 2E9 '!!Eq.i 
I N  TM1S.P0RT.3'TION C-iAZES. 

5. IFNENTORY. CO%[T?SIZiTIWS - ELEff9OEIICS StlPPLIES PRESEITLY ii132E3 AT SXU 
XJD H4VfXG AN ACTIVE 3E*! YlATIlS ;GOtJLD HAf.'E TO BE RELOCATED TO ';'OAD. 
CHARCES Zv'ERZ C A ~ . l U T Z 3  [IS I X  EVGIYEESIYG ESTI.%TES CONS ISTENT XITH THE 
XILITARY T Z G F I C  ZLXhlAGEE1EbIT a l H X V D  COSTS FOR T.WVSeORT.1TION. ACTIVE S'KC:IS 
ASSCCIATED ;GI111 GR0fJE.R CCEIMCJNI*CATTONS .W ELEC;!?ONICS KO[JL3 COST S 577,153 T9 
-3ELCc4'IIE m TOAD. 

6 . WJ PERSONNZL. COSTS I.XORFORA?ED IY '341s ELMELVT ENCOiiP.4SS .EC3[!1TT!E:Z 
EXPEXSES TO RE ICtJR-PW AT XIAD .UID T9E PR9DtJCTIVITK LAG RES[JLTI?12 ?BOY I < Z  
APPLICATIOPI OF YiE LEARJIYG CURVE ?Y3 TSE NEWLY FITXED TOAD EMPLOYEES. TO Xf3E 
463 PE2SONNEL AT 'iOA.3, AT A PRCCESSIXG COST !IF S 116.97 EAC!, A L V ~  279 
PIPLOEES AT 4 i iD ,  AT A PRCCESS ING COST !IF $ 415.90 EACY, THE T0T.V; Z)iPE,\ISZ 
WOtlrLD 6 E  S 169,527.  THE PRODCKTInTY W G  ASSOCIATED WITH THESE EMPLOYEES 
'X0tn;D COST S 831,188 FOR .4 255 F 3 m R  OF THE $ 17.85 DIiZECT LABOR LJACZ T I X S  
THE 195,008 DIRECT LABOR KOtlRS. €OR GROtlND COMMtNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS 
WORKLOAD DESIGNATED FOR TRANSFER. 

7. CHANGE IN PRODtTCTION COST. OVERHEM, DIFFcE2E!"PTIALS, .AND SALARY SAVI>iGS 
CWPRISE THE RED[JCTION I X  PRODIJCTIQN COSTS, THE IWVMEVT OF THE WORSLOAD E'3W 
TOAD TO Af3W RESIJLTS IN THE ZLIMIYATION OF SALARIES TOTALING S 25.2 !1ILL13?1 
FOR CIVILIANS AND s 281,000 FOR IYILITARY. VATtJWLY, 'FIE mGE W E  LA3OR 
RATE I S  SIGXIFICANTLY LUJER AT mAD AND R W  THAN AT S W  AND SX-ALC. TXESE: 
LCWER COSTS OF DOING B[JSINESS EQtJA'rE 7'3 $ 10.2 MILLION 13 AiIDITIOWL SAVI?lCS 
BY RELOCATING GRO[JND C ~ [ J N I C A T I O N S  .W ELECTRONICS WORZOAD F9CM THE >TEST 
COAST TO TOAD AND m. TOT.% COST CIF PERFORMIXG THE GROITND COMMCINICATIONS 
AND ELECTROEIICS WORKLOAD WAS COMPARED BFlWEEN S W  AND THE TOAD/.WAD 
ALTERNATI'E. .4CGREGATE SAVINGS LJAS .1CCO[JNTED 71) THE MI'MEER OF ELIYINATED 
POSITIONS, THE L W E R  COST OF TABOR OVERHEAD AT TOm/AIJAD, AND THE 
AVOIDANCE OF TiiE BASE OPERATIONS EXPENSE OF S m .  HO~RLY RATE COMPARISONS 
SJERE PERFORllED AMOWG DEPOTS 'M EXqI.3IT 3 i E  SREAKq[JT OF E A ~  CATEGORY OF 
EXPENSE. 



. . 

9. COST. SAVI3G.S ON MILCON. THE HICRMVE FACILITY PUNNED FOR S S P \  3Y EY 49 
XAS 3EEU DELAYED PEXDIYG W E  OCITCCME OF M E  BASE CLOSIRE ITDY OF THE DEP3?. 
THIS F.4CILITY iJO(JL3 NOT 3E R E Q i J I 3 3  IF GROIJND CGLYtJNICA1rIOIJs RND ELECTROgIZS 
!.X>IlL3 BE TRANSFERRED 'XI TOA3. . 

9. 3 U E  OPERATIONS SSIlPPOR'i'. THE CLOS3RS OF S W  !qO[JLD ZI?II IJA1E %E ?IZZ2 F2p 
.THE P.XV XY CQ.W SERVICES SONTw V.4LlJ5  AT S 4.4 YILLIQN. 



GROUND C O M U H I C A I I O H S  AND ELECIROHICS STUDY 

O P l l O N  2 S M D  GEE UORKLOAD TO SH-ALC 

APPENDIX (3)  

(HOURS IN THOUSANDS) 

FY 91 FY 91 FY 91 FY 92 FY 92 FY 92 FY 93 FY 93 FY 93 FY 94 FY 94 FY 94 FY 95 FY 95 FY 95 

FUNDED 91615 CAPACITY FUNDED 31615 CAPACITY FUNDED 91615 CAPACITY FUNDED 31615 C A P A C l l Y  FUNDED 81615 CAPACITY 

DEPOT UK LD CAP x UTIL UKLD CAP . x UIIL UKLD CAP x u t ~ i  UKLD CAP x UIIL UKLD CAP x UTIL 
................................................................................................................................................ 
S M D  975 2,394 40.n 1,113 2,394 46.5% 

TOAD +,907 3,859 49.4% 2,122 3,859 55.0% 2,144 4,570 46.9% 2,144 4,570 46.9% 2,144 4,570 46.9% 

WAD -PH 9 14 

HAD - JA 1 5. 

WAD-HOR 4 19 

NESEC 'SO 16 25 

NESEC POR 2 4 
............................ 





DDHC SUB-GROUP FOR GCE 
OPTION 11 NARRATIVE 

I .-.. Option 11: To evaluate the cost data and impact of moving Sacra- 
mento m y  Depot (SAAD) Ground ~ommunication-~lectronics (GCE) 
workload to 'Sacramento Air Logistics center (SH-ALC) . 

I Option I1 Study  imitation: The Air Force has analyzed and 
I accepted cost data associated with moving the SAAD GCE workload 

i 
t o  Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) (approximately 2000 miles) . pro- 
vided by the Army, in determining commensurate costs to move the 
SAAD workload to SH-ALC (approximately 11 miles). 

Exception: Although the Rotary Wing Study approved by the DDMC 
was supposed to be our guide in performing this study, the Harine 
Corps (Chair) and the Army advocate using composite depot labor 
rates in determining cost savings within the Change in Production 
Cost category of the GCE Study. The Rotary Wing Study acknowl- 
edged the disparity in computing labor rates between the senices 
and leveled the.competition through use of an agreed to average 
annual salary and percentage of reduction.in overhead personnel 
to arrive at the Change in Production Cost. The Air Force disa- 
grees with the GCE Study methodology of using composite rates for 
cost comparisons. 

I 
i 1. Assumptions : 

a. SM-ALC's industrial.infrastruchlre (overhead skills and 
support facilities) will readily ac~commodate the S U D  require- 
ments. 

I 
b. If Option 11 is not selected, SM-ALC facilities will be I 

laid away to increase facility utilization to approxihately 100 i 
percent. An initial (draft) layaway plan is enclosed as Table. i reference Table X ( 3 )  . 

! 

2. Cost/savings: Moving SAAD8s GCE workload to SM-ALC would neC 
first years savings of at least $ 11.2II. Net five year savings 
would be at least $ 32.M. As stated in the above note, the 
cost/savhgs computati~ns for Option I1 are derived from a facto- 
rial analysis of the data. A specific breakdom of the cost 
elements may be found beginning on page 12 of this reporf. 

a. In addition to providing all typical GCE denot support, 
SM-ALC has several unique capabilities ilhich enhance quality and 
efficiencies and reduce depot support costs. 

(1) Application of neutron radiowaphy to display multi- 
layer circuit card configuration at each level expedites reverse 
engineering costs by approximately 500 percent. 

(2) Use of plastic media to rehove electronic component 
and shelter finishes permits removal of surface coatings without 
affecting layers of corrosion treatment which reduces the time 

1 



. 
(number of steps) and costs associated with refinishing shelters 
and other GCE components. In addition, use of plastic media - I 

reduces chemical waste and disposal costs. 

(3) ~ ~ ~ i i c a t i o n  of a laser guided parts replicator 
provides the -capability to develop Numerical Control (NC) tapes, 
for machining operations, in a fraction of the time needed for 
manual programing which reduces support costs and weapon system 
down time. 

( 4 )  Extensive application of the Ada programming lan- 
guage in Test Program Set software development operations at SII-  
ALC also reduces programming cost and the time needed to repair 
war readiness materiel. 

option I1 Workload capacity Impact (SAAD to SM-ALC) : 

a. Based on the capacity utilization database, the Option I1 
impact to SM-AIL'S capacity is as follows (reference Table 22): 

(1) SM-ALC GCE only facility impact equates to 120 
percent utilization. 

( 2 )  SM-ALC total CE facility impact equates to 98 per- 
cent utilization. 

( 3 )  SM-ALC total facility impact equates to 82 percent 
utilization. 

4. Option I1 mobility/surge/core/readiness impacts: 

a. Mobility will remain unchanged if SAAD GCE workload is -. .= 
moved to 
SM-ALC. The mobility personnel at SM-ALC are in a high state of 
readiness at all times. -Organic workload fluctuations have no 
affect on mobility readiness. 

b. Exercising Option I1 will increase the SM-ALC low surg 
skill base for application to high surge requirements in the 
event of war. The Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) balances 
high and lox surge workloads at all five Air Logistics Centers 
(ALC). .Thq,.goal is to ensure adequate low surge worlcloads are 
place to maintain sufficient resources to meet the demand of h 
surge items~in-the event of war. 

c. Core: Improves business (cost) effectiveness in main- 
taining core skills needed to respond to wartime support requi 
ments. In maintaining core skills, one of the prime Air Force 
considerations is the economies associated with maintaining an 
organic capability. Per hour overhead and indirect costs are 
reduced when they are spread over a larger number of hours. 
Exercising Option I1 would be a good business decision. 

in 
igh 

re- 

. -._ 
d. Readiness: Option I1 provides the least amount of risk \ 

to ensuring adequate war readiness materiel is available to the . ) 



. . . field in the event of war. The risk is low because movement of 
i 

- personnel within the same geographic community ensures 100 per- 
; cent re-employment of system experts. It also minimizes the risk 

. . . , 
: I .. of damage to/loss of sensitive electronic test equipment and 

parts (movement is only 11 miles) . Conversely, movement of 
personnel and materiel over 2000 miles results in higher risks 
associated with personnel severance, PcS, recruitment and train- 
ing and damage to/loss of sensitive electronic test equipment and 

. . parts. Option I1 ensures DoDts ability to provide adequate 
quantities of war readiness materiel to the field in the event of 
war. 

5 .  Option 11 potential facility layaways: 

a. If not selected, results in layaway of DoD's most modern 
GCE support facilities. 

Potential layaway plan is at Table X ( 3 ) .  

C. The draft layaway plan resklts in a first year cost of 
$ 596,967 and would yield an annual payment against that debt of 
$ 35,860. At 'the five year interval the net result would be a 
debt of $ 453,527. The break even point would be attained in 
17.6 years. 

I 
. . 

6 .  Option I1 pros & cons: 

1 Pros: 

a. The conservative cost analysis applied to examine the 
S A M  transfer to SM-ALC renders an inmediate (first year) payback 
generation of at least $ 11.2 million and a five year savings of 

I 
at least $ 35.9 million. 

arrive 
cost sa 
load to 
faster, 
is more 
than it 

b. Although other alternatives (applying other data to 
at changes in production cost) could indicate a greater 
vings, it is indisputable that movement of the S A n 9  work- 
I SH-ALC w o u l d  prwide the lowest execution cost. It is 
easier, causes'less disrupt ionto  mission capability and 
economical to mobe S M D  personnel and equipment 11 miles 
would be to other CONUS locations. 

C. The moveme* of SAAD GCE workload to SM-ALC would 
provide the lowest risk to negative impact on users. Retention 
of the current SAAD electronic technicians would virtually elimi- 
nate any need to recruit, train or contend with a reduction in 
production capability (learning curve), which would be inherent 
if the workloads were moved to other CONUS locations. With the 
United States on the brink of a war in the Middle East, maintain- 
ing DoD's war mission depot logistics support system at a high 
level of readiness is imperative. Retention of the SAAD elec- 
tronic system experts at SH-ALC will i&ure an uninterrupted 
depot logistics support system. 



d .  Moving SAADBs GCE to SM-ALC provides no r i s k  related 
to s k i l l  recruitment nor recruitment cost. Although electronic 
skills may be recruited it is not without difficulty. Private 
industries are often able to provide better wage and career 
inducements than civil service and coupled with the current 
hiring restrictions, delays could occur. In addition, the costs 
associated with recruiting, interviewing and training would be 
non-existent if the SAAD GCE workloads are transferred to SM-ALC. 

e. An SM-ALC assumption of SAAD GCE workload would 
provide the lowest possible negative Sacramento community impact 
(maximizes use of currently employed Sacramento area personnel). 
Movement of the SAAD GCE to any other CONUS location would cause 
the following Sacramento community impacts: 

(1) Loss of $ 91.8 million payroll. 

(2) Loss of $ 2.0 million in utility revenues. 

(3) Loss of $ 22.4 million in local SAAD procure- 
ments (40 percent of $ 56.0 million). - 

(4) Loss of 3700 SAAD jobs in Sacramento. 

( 5 )  L o s s  of jobs for local businesses: medical, 
grocery, clothing, automotive, housing, logistics supply support 
(electronic components), etc. 

(6) Loss of federal funding to schools for children 
of federal employees, 

(7) Combined Federal Campaign fund losses ($  234 
thousand for CY90) for local charity needs. 

f Moving SAADBs GCE workload to SM-ALC provides the 
lowest negative impact to human factors. Forcing families to 
move often results in separations, unemployment and forced re- 
tirements. It has been our experience that blue collar workers 
are reluctant to leave the area. Most families are dual-income, 
and would prefer to operateafor 6 months to a year on a single 
income awaiting suitable employment in-the area. Moving SAAD 
workload to:*sM-ALC to the maximum extent possible would minimize 
the stress families and the entire Sacramento area community. 

g. The movement of SAAD GCE workload to SM-ALC increases 
utilization of one of DoD1s most modern GCE facilities, which 
maximizes process efficiencies, product cost, quality, reconfigu- 

I ration flexibility and human factors. Based on current data, 
this move significantly increases SM-ALC capacity utilization; 
GCE to 120 percent and total CE to 99 percent utilization. 

h, Moving SAAD1s GCE workload to.SM-ALC retains Army 
assets at a west coast GcE depot for mobilization. Although 
today's war fighting focus is on the Middle East, retention of a 
major GCE capability on the pacific and Atlantic fronts has 



s t r a t e g i c  merit. History has demonstrated t h a t  the  United States - has and may again be threatened o r  need t o  support a l l i e s  i n  the 
Pacif ic  theater .  Thus, geographic and s t r a t e g i c  depot proximiry 

I 
I 

is f lu id  and locations on both seaboards would be benef ic ia l .  

i. Noving SMD's GCE t o  SN-ALC increases DoD i n t e r -  
servicing by 28 percent. Analysis of the  l a t e s t  J o i n t  policy 

! 

Coordinating Group for  Depot Maintenance Program ob jec t ive  Sum- I 
I mary, Table A-1, indicates  the re  is an inter-servicing t r ade  
i d e f i c i t  between t h e  A i r  Force and Amy; cur rent ly  the  A i r  Force 

I in ter-services  9.8 hours of work t o  t h e  Army t o r  every 1 .0  hour 

i of work the  Amy returns  t o  the  A i r  Force. The same document 
indica tes  the  t o t a l  current  inter-servicing workload f o r  FY88 

! 
I 

( l a t e s t  data  available) was 3 ,646 ,979  d i r e c t  labor  hours. Hove- 

l 
ment of t h e  SAAD GCE workload t o  SM-ALC would increase t h e  t o t a l  
DoD inter-servicing by 1,031,000 d i r e c t  labor hours o r  28  per- 
cent. 

j. Lirge Radars: SM-ALC is the Inventory Control Point 
(ICP) and depot f o r  most l a rge  radars i n  the  DoD inventory. 
Examples include the  FPS-117, which is an ea r ly  warning system, 
and the  TPN-19 and GPN-22 radars ,  whicli a r e  GCE. These systems 
have many s imi lar  components t h a t  a r e  repaired by the  same Elec- 
t r o n i c  Mechanics using t h e  same f a c i l i t i e s  and support equipment. 
The Electronic Engineers and Electronic  ~ e c h n i c i a n s  may a l s o  be 
the same f o r  ce r t a in  components. These components include such 

1 
th ings a s  wave guides; receivers ,  t ransmi t te rs ,  and phase s h i f t -  
e r s .  Adding the SAAD GCE would add fu r the r  economies (increased 
f a c i l i t y  u t i l i z a t i o n  and decreased ind i rec t  and overhead r a t i o s )  
t o  DoD.9 l a rges t  radar r e p a i r  capab i l i ty  and expand the s k i l l s  
base used f o r  ear ly  warning and space systams. These core 
s k i l l s ,  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment must be maintained at SM-ALC f o r  
accomplishment of the Space and Early Warning workloads. 

k. Electronic Assemblies: SM-ALC has t h e  most sophis t i -  
cated and diverse f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  r epa i r  and manufacture of elec- 
t r o n i c  assemblies i n  DoD, and i n  some cases, in the world. 
Capabi l i t ies  include printed circuit board manufacture, V H S I C  
inser t ion ,  f i b e r  opt ic  inse r t ion  and repa i r ,  nuclear hardness 
t e s t i n g  and ce r t i f i ca t ion ,  and reverse  engineering. These capa- 
b i l i t i e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  the Electronic  Mechanics, Engineers and 
Technicians who repa i r  them, .are.shared among a l l  of t h e  elec- 
t r o n i c  workloads a t  SN-ALC, including avionics, space and GCE 
systems. For example, SM-ALC has a unique capab i l i ty  i n  the  
neutron radiography f a c i l i t y  that is used t o  provide an image of 
t h e  i n t e r i o r  s t ruc ture  of pr inted c i r c u i t  cards f o r  reverse 
engineering and manufacture. This f a c i l i t y  is a l s o  used t o  t e s t  
and certify Me nuclear hardness of spec i f i c  e l ec t ron ic  compo- 
nents. Adding the SAAD GCE workloads t o  SM-ALC could only i m -  
prove Me  response times and overa l l  se rv ice  t o  DoD's war f ight -  
ing capabi l i ty .  

1. Many of the  SH-ALCts GCE systems a r e  software inten- 
s ive .  In  order t o  properly support these systems, I C P  responsi- 

\ b i l i t i e s  (primarily susta ining engineering), hardware mainte- 
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nance, software support and configuration control must all be 
collocated. SM-ALC-has extensive software support facilities a 

that meet the collocation requirement and are shared with other 
electronic programs under the Extendible Integration Support 
Environment (EISE) concept. This core depot logistics support 
capability at SH-ALC would be extended to SAAD's current custom- 
ers. 

m. SM-ALC's ability to respond to mobilization require- 
ments is augmented by immediate access to all forms of transpor- , 

tation. Air transport is readily available, from both McClellan 
AFB and Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. SM-ALC has a rail hub, 
and is at the junction of 4 major interstate highways. The city 
of Sacramento has a deep water Port and McClellan AFB has a dock 
with crane at the deep water channel leading to the Pacific Ocean 
for sea shipments. SAADgs excellent mobilization record could 
only be enhanced by transferring the GCE workload to SH-ALC. 

n. SM-ALC has the physical plant capacity and the spe- 
cialized GCE facilities to support the SAAD GCE shift, SM-ALC can 
store, track, transport, and manage all levels of GCE workload. 
Systems at other depots designed for smaller electronics work- 
loads are not readily applicable to physically large systems, 
with long lead com?osite times, and short lead sub-system times. 
In-depot management of GCE systems during the OMEI (overhaul) 
phase is critical to t i m e l y  support. This facility and eameri- 
ence 'base can readily support the SAAD workload trksfer 02 GCE 
to SM-ALC. 

0. SM-ALX3 is one of the most significant logistics --_ 
activities in DoD. This center has developed an extraordinary d 5 5 6  

capability for high-tech diagnostics, repair and manufacturing !a 
that exceeds anything else in DoD and, in some cases, is un- 
matched anywhere in the world (either public or private sector). 
By transferring SM-ALC's GCE workload to TOAD, use of the most 
modern electronics depot level repair facility in DoD will be 
lost to the GCE world. 

(1) REVERSE ENGIHEERING: The process of Reverse 
Engineering entails development of specifications, 
form/fit/function, repair procedures, etc., for a component by 
component analysis of the chip or circuit card itself. Reverse 
Engineering..is frequen2ly required to develop repair or manufac- 
turing procedures for TIHSIC chips, circuit cards and other compo- 
nents for which there is no repair source or data. Often these 
are parts that have been abandoned by the original manufacturer. 
There is also the problem of diminishing manufacturing sources 
for many components. 
SM-ALC's capability in the area of microelectronics and Very High 
Speed Integrated Circuits (VHSIC) is unsurpassed in DoD. The 
Advanced Electronics Technology Center (AETC) at SM-ALC provides 
a unique and extensive microelectronic technology capability 
within AFLC. There is a Class 100 clean toom and capability to 
design, develop, and manufacture microelectronics components. 
SM-ALC has an extensive capability for Reverse Engineering in the '. 



. -  
area of microelectronics. SM-ALC has the microscopes, C A D / C U I  - systems, and testers required to duplicate schematics and deter- 
mine function down to the component level. Using the Neutron 
Radiography equipment, SM-ALC has the capability to duplicate 
multi-layer circuit boards. SM-ALC also has the capability for 
computer simulation to test the operation of components. SM-ALC 
also has a VHSIC tester that provides a unique test capability 
for VHSIC chips. No other DoD agency has the capabilities that 
SM-ALC has in the area of microelectronics reverse engineering. 
SM-ALC provides this service to Army and Navy activities. The 
practice of reverse engineering is not prevalent in industry. 
There are few no company that provides this service. The Sacra- 
mento area has a high proportion of highly skilled electronics 
and software professionals. These skills are being developed in 
the Sacramento area as well as being imported from the "Silicon 
Valley" of the San Francisco Bay area. Many firms (HP, INTEL, 
etc.) reside in-this area, thus providing a breeding ground for 
skills not found in the requisite numbers elsewhere. SM-ALC has 
made excellent use of this resource. 

. 
MICROELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY-CENTER 

13,000 square feet 
'Class 100 clean room 

$35,000,000.00 capital investment 
36 Electronics Applications Engineers 

- 
( 2 )  PWB MANUFACTURE: SM-ALC's printed wire 

board manufacture facility can manufacture, test, and repair all 
types of circuit board assemblies found in industry today. 
Testing is possible from bare board through finished assembly, - 
using Xray and/or ATE, depending on requirement. 

PWBA MANUFACTURING AT SM-ALC (overview) 

15,400 square feet 
59,797,000.00 capital investment 

Quality Assurance/Mil Spec Compliance Lab 

PWBA TECHNOLOGIES SUPPORTED 

. Surface Mount Technology Fine Pitch Technology 
Tape Automated Bonding Multi Chip Module 
Circuit On Board Plated Through Hole 

TYPES OF PWB'S MANUFACTURED AT SM-ALC 

single sided double sided 
flex ceramic 
multilayer 

i 



(3)  NON-DESTRUCTIyE INSPECTION: The Neutron 
Radiography Non-Destructive Inspection (NDI) f a c i l i t y  a t  McClel- 
Ian is the  l a rges t  robotic NO1 f a c i l i t y  i n  the  world ( m i l i t a q  0. 
commercial). This f a c i l i t y  can handle an en t i r e  a i r c r a f t  and in- 
spect  the  s t ruc tu re  f o r  cracks, corrosion and other  defects .  
T h i s  f a c i l i t y  a l s o  providesa.SH-ALC with the  unique a b i l i t y  t o  
t e s t  and c e r t i f y  the  radiat ion hardness of e lectronic  components 
requiring t h i s  c r i t i c a l  capabi l i ty .  A small nuclear reac tor  is 
the  core of the  NDI capabi l i ty .  This capabi l i ty  cannot be moved 
due t o  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of contamination from the reactor.  The 
NDI f a c i l i t y  is a concrete and s t e e l  s t ruc tu re  w i t h  insulated 
roof, concrete f loors ,  X-ray and N-ray shielding,  heating and 
venti lat ing.  systems; l igh t ing ,  f i r e  protection,  restrooms, and 
off ices .  The N-ray and X-ray bays have f loors  capable of sup- 
port ing medivm load, t z i cyc le  gear  f i g h t e r  a i r c r a f t .  The X-ray 
c e l l  has 12 inch concrete shielding in  the  cei l ing.  There a re  
four radiat ion source p i t s  (four f e e t  by s i x  f e e t  by th ree  feet 
deep)-one i n  each comer  of the  N-ray bay. There a r e  two powered 
and shielded doors i n  N-ray. One is 25  f e e t  by 89 f e e t  and the  
other  is 8 f e e t  by 1 0  f e e t  powered and ih ie lded .  There a r e  a l so  
two main doors in X-ray, one 25 i e e t  by 78 f e e t  and the  o ther  8 
f e e t  by 1 0  fee t .  These d o o n  a r e  a l s o  powered and shielded with 
1 /4  inch thick lead. There a r e  o the r  smaller doors t h a t  a r e  a l so  
powered and shielded. The Stationary Neutron Radiography System 

' ( S N W )  cons is t s  of a containment s t ruc tu re  constructed of rein- 
forced concrete around a reac tor  and exposure areas,  with con- 
c r e t e  block and prefabricated m e t a l  upper s t ructure .  The area 
includes water f i l l e d  reac tor  t a m .  four  radiography bays and 
control  centers,  preparation areas,  and d i r e c t  support equipment. 
The hea r t  of the f a c i l i t y  is a f u l l y  equipped, 250-Kllowatt 
Training Research Isotope General Atomic (TRIGA) nuclear reac tor  
including p a r t s  hand1 ing  , neutron beam. imaging, shielding,  and 
sa fe ty  systems. The cos ts  associated with these f a c i l i t i e s  are: 

N D I  Faci l i ty :  

' Cost t o  Build: $6.kLM plus $7.6 X fir I n i t i a l  Ou t f i t t i ng  
Equipment ( I O E )  

Cost  t o  Hove: Not feas ib le  
Cost to. Rebuild: $8.2 bf plus I O E  ' 

,-- - 
S W :  

Cost t o  Build: $18.0 M 
Cost t o  Hove: Not feas ib le  due t o  po ten t i a l  f o r  nuclear 

contamination 
Cost t o  Rebuild: $18.0 M 
Cost of TRIGA Reactor and Ancil lary Equipment: $10.6 M 

( 4 )  SHELTERS: Much of GCE is t a c t i c a l  i n  mission, 
and accordingly shel ter ized.  SM-ALC has 3 203,000 square foot 
fa .c i l i ty  so le ly  dedicated t o  Van & She l t e r  manufacture and re- 
a r  This f a c i l i t y  operates i n  compliance with S t a t e  and loca l  
EPA guidelines, t h e  most s t r ingent  i n  the  countq . -  SN-ALC's 1 



- 
hazardous material abatement program has achieved a 57% reducticn 
in hazardous material, surpassing the DoD goal of 50% by 1992. 
Plastic media blasting (as opposed to chemical wash), Cadmium 
recovery, and high pressure water blasting are all processes used 
in support of GCE, in place at SM-ALC. - 

( 5 )  ANTENNA SUPPORT: Antenna support at SM-ALC 
involves in-system testing capability for phased array antennas, 
such as FPS-117, Anechoic chamber testing on antennas such che 
MSQ-118, and antenna manufacture, for antennas such as the spiral 
antenna used on the ALQ-133, part of Army's Quicklook program. 
As part of the initial input on antenna design, SM-ALC techni- 
cians and engineers have worked with Westinghouse on the antenna 
development for the TPS-75, an ultra low sidelobe antenna con- 
cept. In addition, the military runway at SM-ALC provides an 
inexhaustible source of live targets for final depot test of 
repaired or overhauled antennas. 

(6) TPS DEVELOPMENT:. GCE depot support requires 
extensive Test Program Set (TPS) development, and SM-ALC has an 
extensive GCE TPS development facility capable of meeting the 
demands of supporting complex GCE equipment. Complete TPS's for 
GCE systems, sub-systems, LRU's, and SRU's are developed at SM- 
ALC. TPS's developed by SM-UC include all documentation, soft- 
ware, and interface test adapters. Using techniques such as 
signature, guided probe, or nodal analysis the TPS will take the 
technician down to the piece/part level. With TPS development 
done in the same location as the repair, TPS support is readily 
available. With GCE systems being modified rather than replaced, 
TPSs need to be updated, as required. A t  SM-ALC the TPS engi- 
neers work with the repair technicians to accomplish TPS modifi- 
cations in a timely manner. This consolidated effort results in 
minimal lag time for support, and a timely audit trail for docu- 
menting upgrades to the T.O. system. The success of the TPS 
capabilities at SM-ALC-have garnered customers world-wide: Saudi 
Arabia and Canada have contracted with SM-ALC tor TPS development 
on their State-of-the-Art GCE systems. 

TPS DEVELOPMENT AT SM-ALC (overview) 

30,000 square feet of facilities 

$15,000,000.00 capital investment 

41 separate ATE systems 

72% of personnel have EE degrees 

(7) ADVANCED CCMPOSITES: The Advanced Composites 

3 Program Office (ACPO) was established at McClellan in 1983. The 
role of this office is to establish a capability to apply ad- 
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vanced composites technology and then to export this technology 
to other DoD activities. Work done in advanced composites at - 
McClellan is on the leading edge of this technology. The ACPO 
provides training to Air Force personnel in 6 major areas: 
Composite Materials, ~asics of Structural Design, 
Processing/Quality Control, Repair Techniques, composite Tooling, 
and Injection Molding of Themoplastics. The office fully sup- 
ports ~hree-dimensional CAD/CAM/CIM, Drafting, Solids Modeling, 
Finite Element Analysis, Whiffle Design and Five-Axis Numerical 
Control ~rogramming. The operational test facility is capable of 
simulating aerodynamic heating (up to 5001 F while applying 
stress. The Thermoplastic Injection Molding ~acility can manu- 
facture items with a 500 square inch, single plane surface area 
and a maximum weight of 20 pounds, clamped with up to 1500 tons 
of pressure. 

(p) The requirements for successful depot activation 
cross the lines of engineering, planning, logistics and technolo- 
gy. These skills are anassed through training, both formal and 
on-the-job, and experience. Because of the many issues that go 
into successful support a GCE system, SM-ALC has a support 
organization that specifically addresses the -following issues of 
logistic support: 

(1) ' SATAF: AS part of the Site Activation Task 
Force, team members from SM-ALC work towards a successful system 
turnover. By having technicians on site, future support problems 
are noted and planned for. 

(2) DXAWG: As part of the Depot Activation Working 
Group, planning is started for adequate depot level support in a 
timely manner..!!!hio way, need for contract maintenance support 
in minimized, helping the program office stay in budget. - .  

( 3 )  ILSWG: As part of the -Integrated Logistics 
Support Working Group, SM-ALC team members will evaluate data, 
such as Mean Tine Between-Failures (MTBF) and the Initial Spares 
Support List (ISSL). By using their technical background, a 
comparison is made as to whether the MTBF relates to the ISSL for 
adequate pipeline spares, and customer support. If not, options 
such as Spares Acquisition Integrated with production (SAIP) to 
be used for'TPS development prior to PMRT are recommended. 

( 4 )  LSMFT: As part of the Logistics Support Managa- 
ment Fusion Team, all aspects of support, from both the user and 
depot, are taken into consideration. By working with the custom- 
er in this way, a better support base is built. 

( 5 )  CRWG: As part of the Computer Resources Working 
Group, the computer code is evaluated for mission support, and 
life cycle supportability. As software is an integral part of 
GCE, the CRWG is a critical path in logistics support. 

'_ 1 



GROUND C W U N l C A l l O N S  AND E L E C l R O N l C S  S 1 W Y  

OPTION 3 .- HOVE SAAO AND SH.ALC GCE W R K L O A D  TO TOAD 

( S A M  ELECTRO-OPTICS HOVES 10 ANAD) 

APPENDIX ( 5 )  

(HOURS I N  THOUSANDS) 

f Y  91 FY 91 FY 91 F Y  92 FY 92 F Y  92 FY 93 FY 93 FY 93 F Y  94 FY 94 FY 94 FY 95 FY 95 FY 95 
fUNOED 1615 CAPACITY FUNDED 1615 CAPACI l Y  FUNDED 1615 CAPACITY FUNDED 1615 CAPACI  l Y  FUNDED 1615 CAPACI l Y  

DEPOT WILD CAP % U l l L  UKLD CAP % U l l L  UKLD CAP % U l l L  UKLD CAP % U l l L  UKLO CAP % U l l L  ............................................................................................................................................ 
SAAD 975 2,394 40.73% 1,113 2,394 46.49% 

SH-ALC 

USHC BAR 

USHC A L B  ' 220 213 103.10% 24 7 238 103.85% 250 238 105.11% 251 240 104.67% 253 240 105.50% 

NESEC SD 16 25 62.9% 18 25 70.7% 19 25 74.7% 21 25 82.5% 23 25 90.4% 

WESEC POR 





GROUND COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS STUDY 
L 

O P T I O N  111: SH-ALC/SAAD GCE WORKLOAD TO TOAD 
I 

1. ASSUMPTIONS: 
,. 

Based on current  data  available;  the  following major assumptions 
were made: 

a. Performance and qual i ty  a re  roughly equivalent  a t  SMD, 
TOAD, and SM-ALC. 

c. sM-ALC is the  only depot being considered with on-base 
access t o  a runway, a Mili tary A i r  Lift Command terminal ,  a dock 
and crane i n  a deep water por t ,  and a r a i l  spur. 

! 

d. Transfer of SM-ALC's GCE workload t o  another locat ion 
would not r e s u l t  i n  nor necessi ta te  c losure  of SH-ALC o r  McClel- 
l a n  AFB. 

b. ~aximum capacity is defined i n  terms of d i r e c t  manhours 
(1615/person/year X - 9 5 )  t h a t  a r e  calculated based on t h e  maximun 
number of d i r e c t  labor  personnel t h a t  can e f fec t ive ly  work i n  a 
s i n g l e  s h i f t  within t h e  associated shop category. 

2. COST/SAVINGS : (SEE- ATTACHED TABLE) 

a. There is no cos t  advantage t o  moving SM-ALC's GCE work- 
load t o  TOAD. Over a three  year period, t h e  n e t  l o s s  t o  the  
government would be 
$ 109.524. 

3 .  WORKLOAD CAPACITY IMPACT: 

I 
I 
; 
I 

i 
i 
I 

Transferring SH-ALC workload t o  TOAD would have an adverse 
impact on DoD capacity u t i l i za t ion .  Although a port ion of the 
SM-ALC GCE f a c i l i t i e s  could be closed ( l a i d a w a y ) ,  the balance of 
t h e  SH-ALC f a c i l i t i e s  would need t o  remain open t o  perform Space, 
Avionics, Early Warning and other  e lec t ronic  workloads, and would 
do so  a t  a reduced capacity u t i l i za t ion .  

b. Combining SM-ALC's workload with t h a t  of SAAD f o r  t r ans -  

f e r  t o  TOAD masks. t h e  cos t  data: cos t  benef i t  associated with the 
SAAD move and theexhorbitant cos t  of the SM-ALC move. Therefore, 
t h e  attached char t  breaJcs out the SAAD and SM-AU1 f igures  sepa- r a t e l y  . 

a. SH-ALC's GCE workload has always been used a s  a s i g n i f i -  
cant  contributor t o  the  cen te r ' s  "Cr i t i ca l  MassN ( t h a t  
amount/type of peacetime workload needed t o  sus ta in  a workforce 
capable of meeting wartime requirements). s ince  most GCE 1s l o w  
surge, it is used t o  o f f s e t  the  cen te r ' s  high surge workloads f o r  J waeime planning. Loss of the CCE would lead t o  a ple thora  of I @ high surge workload a t  SH-ALC and thus a surge imbalance- 
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b. SM-ALC is the primary DoD Inventory Control Point ( I C ? )  
and depot f o r  space programs. This is due t o  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of 
s k i l l  and f a c i l i t y  requirements for Ground Communication-Elec- 
t ronics  (GCE) workload, which is included i n  t h i s  study, and 
space component workload, which is excluded from t h i s  study. SM- 
ALC r e l i e s  heavily on the  crossing and sharing of s k i l l s  between 
these two workload sets. These can be characterized i n t o  two 
broad categories:  Large Radars and Electronic ~ s s e m b l i e s .  

(1) L a m e  Radars: SM-ALC is the I C P  and depot f o r  
most l a rge  radars in  the DoD inventory. Examples include t h e  
FPS-117, which is a space system, and the  TPN-19 and GPN-22 
radars,  which a r e  GCE. These systems have many s imi la r  compo- 
nents t h a t  a r e  repaired by t h e  same Electronic Mechanics using 
the same f a c i l i t i e s  and support equipment. The Electronic  Engi- 
neers and Electronic Technicians may a l so  be the  same f o r  c e r t a i n  
components.. These components include such things a s  wave guides, 
receivers,  t ransmit ters ,  and phase s h i f t e r s .  Transferring the  
GCE from SM-ALC would erode the s k i l l s  base used f o r  t h e  space 
systems and would only free-up a minimum, of f a c i l i t i e s  o r  equip- 
ment. These core s k i l l s ,  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment must be main- 
tained a t  SM-ALC fo r  accomplishment of the  Space and Early Warn- 
ing workloads. 

(2) Electronic Assemblies: SM-ALC has the most so- 
phis t ica ted  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  r e p a i r  and manufacture of e l ec t ron ic  
assemblies in DoD, and i n  some cases ,  i n  the world. c a p a b i l i t i e s  
include pr in ted  c i r c u i t  board manufacture, VHSIC i n se r t ion ,  f i b e r  
op t i c  i n s e r t i o n  and repa i r ,  nuclear hardness t e s t i n g  and certifi- 
cation,  and reverse engineering. These capab i l i t i e s ,  as w e l l  as , 1-9' a- 
the Electronic  ~ e c h a n i c s ,  Engineers and Technicians who repa i r  '3s 
t h e m ,  a r e  shared among a l l  of the e lec t ronic  workloads a t  SM-ALC, 
including avionics,  space and GCE systems. For example, SM-ALC 
has a unique capabi l i ty  i n  t h e  neutron radiography f a c i l i t y  t h a t  
is used t o  provide an image of the i n t e r i o r  s t r u c t u r e  of pr inted 
circuit cards  f o r  reverse engineering and manufacture. This 
f a c i l i t y  is a l s o  used =o tes t  and c e r t i f y  the  nuclear hardness of 
spec i f i c  components. Removal of t h e  GCE workload from SM-ALC 
would cause erosion of t h e  s k i l l s  base used f o r  these  other 
c r i t i c a l  technologies. In addi t ion,  ce r t a in  f a c i l i t i e s  such a s  
the Neutron Radiography f a c i l i t y ,  do not e x i s t  anywhere e l s e  i n  
DoD o r  t h e  world and cannot be re located from SM-ALC. 

* 

c. Many of the GCE systems a r e  software intensive.  I n  
order t o  proparly support these systems, ICP r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
(primarily susta ining engineering), hardware maintenance, and 
software support must a l l  be collocated. SM-ALC has extensive 
software support f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  m e e t  t h e  col locat ion requireme 
and a r e  shared w i t h  other e l ec t ron ic  programs under the ~ x t e n d i  
b l e  Integrat ion Support Environment (EISE)  concept. Transfer 0 
the  GCE workload from SH-ALC would requi re  dupl icat ion of these 
f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment. 

d. SM-ALCss a b i l i t y  t o  respond t o  mobilization requirements . - 
is augmented by immedicte access t o  a l l  forms of t ranspor ta t ion .  
A i r  t ranspor t  is readi ly  ava i lab le ,  from both HcClellan AFB and 
Sacramento Metropolitan Airpor+. SM-ALC has a r a i l  hub, and is 
at the conjunction of 4 major i n t e r s t a t e  highways. The c i t y  of 
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Sacramento has a deep water Port and McClellan AFB has a dock 
with crane at the deep water channel leading to the Pacific Ocean 
for sea shipments. Depot support response time would be adverse- 
ly impacted by not having these transportation resources readily 
available, as would be the case in a workload transfer. 

! 

5 .  POTENTIAL FACILITY LRYAWAYS: Draft layaway analysis results 
in a computed $ 43,434 first year savings (see attached spread- 
sheet). 

6. PROS AND CONs: 
1 

a. .PRO: Increased facility utilization at TOAD. 

b. CONs 

(-1) Transferring SM-ALC' s GCE workload to TOAD would 
be very costly. It would take more than 22 years for the 25 
percent (indirect and inter-servicing efficiency) differences to 
amortize the initial cost of this option. 

I 

( 3 )  Removal of this workload from SM-ALC would degrade 
the skill base needed to support Space and other electronic 

Y workloads at SM-ALC. 

( 4 )  There will be a duplication of facilities and 
equipment between SM-ALC and TOAD. Many facilities must remain 

I 
! open to support space and other electronics workloads that SM-ALC 
I 

would continue to repair in the event of a GCE transfer. Many 
pieces of equipment must be duplicated to support ICP engineer- 
ing, software and system integration functions. 

( 5 )  Separation of hardware maintenance from software 
maintenance and Integration Support Facilities is inefficient and 
will reduce customer support and readiness. 

( 6 )  Transferring SH-ALC workload to TOAD would have an 
adverse impact on DoD capacity utilization. Although a portion 
of the SM-AIX: GCE facilities could be closed (laid away), the 
balance. of the SM-ALC facilities would need to remain open to 

, ' !  perform Space, A V ~ O ~ ~ C S ,  Early Warning and other electronic 
workloads, and would do so at a reduced capacity utilization. 

( 7 )  SM-ALC9e GCE workload has always been used as a 
i significant contributor to the center's "Critical Mass' (that 

amount/type of peacetime workload needed to sustain a workforce 
capable of meeting wartime requirements).. Since most GCE is low 
surge, it is used to offset the center's high surge workloads for 
wartime planning. Loss of the GCE would lead to a plethora of 
high surge workload at SM-ALC and thus a surge imbalance. 

( 8 )  SM-ALC is the primary DoD Inventory cont ro l  Point 
(ICP) and depot for space programs. This is due to the similari- 
ty of skill and facility requirements for Ground ~ommunication- 



Electronics (GCE) workload, which is included in this study, and 
space component workload, which is excluded from this study. SM- 
ALC relies heavily on the crossing and sharing of skills between 
these two workload sets. These can be characterized into two 
broad categories: Large Radars and Electronic Assemblies. 

( 9 )  SM-ALC facilities are designed to support very 
large, low volume system repair. Many items are in depot once 
every several years. Most other DoD facilities are designed for . 
production line repair of large numbers of smaller items. Tran- 
sition would be very difficult for a gaining depot activity. The 
Automated Storage and Retrieval systems at SM-ALC are designed 
for OMEI-type work. With the floor space and physical weight- 
bearing capacity to support this effort, SM-ALC can store, track, 
transport, and manage all levels of GCE workload. Systems at 
other depots designed for smaller electronics workloads are not 
applicable to physically large systems, with long lead composite 
times, and short lead sub-system t imes.  In-depot management of 
GCE systems during the OMEI (overhaul) phase is critical to 
timely support, This facility and experience base would be lost 
with transfer of GCE from SM-ALC. 

(10) This alternative would result in the greatest 
user mission impact. .Extensive use of Interim Contract Support 
w i l l  be required to reduce the impact of closing down all Air 
Force GCE support for the period required to hire and train, and 
to get facilities and equipment in place that can handle the new 
workload. 

(11) SM-ALC is one of the most significant logistics :@ 
activities in DoD. This center has developed an extraordinary !** 
capability for high-tech diagnostics, repair and manufacturing 
that exceeds anything else in DoD and, in some cases, is un- 
matched anywhere in the world (either public or private sector). 
By transferring SM-ALC's GCE workload to TOAD, use of the most 
modern electronics depot level repair facility in DoD will be 
lost to the GCE world. 

(a) PEVERSE ENGINEERING: The process of 
Reverse Engineering entails development of specifications, 
form/fit/function, repair procedures, etc., for a component by 
component analysis of the chip or circuit card itself. Reverse 
Engineering is frequently required to develop repair or manufac- 
turing procedures tor VHSIC chips, circuit cards and other compo- 
nents for which there is no repair source or data. Often these 
are parts that have been abandoned by the original manufacturer. 
There is also the problem of diminishing manufacturing sources 
for many components. SM-ALCVs capability in the area of micro- 
electronics and Very High Speed Integrated Circuits (VHSIC) is 
unsurpassed in DoD. The Advanced Electronics Technology Center 
(AETC) at SM-ALC provides a unique and extensive microelectronic 
technology capability within AFLC, There is a Class 100 clean 
room and capability to design, develop, and manufacture micro- 
electronics components. SM-ALC has an extensive capability for 
Reverse Engineering in the area of microelectronics. SM-ALC has 
the microscopes, C A D / W  systems, and testers required to dupli- 
cate schematics and determine function down to the component 
level. using the Neutron Radiography equipment, SM-ALC has the 
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13,000 square feet 
Class 100 clean room 

$35,000,000.00 capital investment 
36 Electronics Applications Engineers 
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.C - 
, capability to duplicate multi-layer circuit boards. SM-ALC also 
has the capability for computer simulation to test the operation 
of components. SM-ALC also has a VHSIC tester that provides a 

I I I /  ##) unique test capability for VHSIC chips. No other DoD agency has 
the capabilities that SM-ALC has in the area of microelectronics 

i reverse.engineering. SM-ALC provides this service to Army and 
I .  Navy activities. The practice of reverse engineering is not 
! I prevalent in industry. There.is no company that routinely pro- 

vides this service. It is unrealistic to assume that these 
1 I 1 capabilities could be replaced or relocated to one of the exist- 

: 1 ing DoD logistics activities. The Sacramento area has a high 
i proportion of highly skilled electronics and software profession- 

i t 
als. These skills are being developed in the Sacramento area as 

(b) MANUFACrURE: SM-XC's printed wire 
board manufacture facility can manufacture, test, and repair all 

I 
! 

i 

types of circuit board assemblies found in industry today. 
Testing is possible from bare board through finished assembly, 
using Xray and/or ATE, depending on requirement. 

well as being imported from the "Silicon Valley" of the San 
Francisco Bay area. Many firms are moving into this area, thus 
providing a breeding ground for skills not found in the reqriisite 

; I numbers elsewhere. SM-ALC has made excellent use of this re- 

I 
PWBA M A N U F A ~ N G  AT PM-ALC (overview) 
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15,000 square-feet 
$9,797,000.00 capital investment 

Quality Assurance/Mil Spec Compliance Lab 

> 

PWBA TECHNOLOGIES SUPPORTED 

Surface Mount Technology Fine Pitch Technology 
Tape Automated Bonding Multi Chip Module 
Circuit On Board Plated Through Hole 

TYPES OF P~B's MANUFACTURED- AT SM-ALC 

single sided double sided 
flex ceramic 
multilayer 



(c) NON-DESTRUCTIVE 'INSPECTION: The Neutron 
Radiography Non-~estructive Inspection (NDI) facility at McClel- 
lan is the largest robotic NDI facility in the world-military or 
commercial, This facility provides SM-ALC with thcunique abili- 
ty to test and certify the radiation hardness of items requiring 
this critical capability. Assmall nuclear reactor is the core of 
the NDI capability. Thls capability cannot be moved due to the 
possibility of contamination from the reactor. The NDI facility 
is a concrete and steel structure with insulated roof, concrete 
floors, X-ray and N-ray shielding, heating and ventilating sys- 
tems, lighting, fire protection, restrooms, and offices. 

(d) SHELTERS: Much of GCE is tactical in mis- 
sion, and accordingly shelterized. SM-ALC has a 203,000 square 
foot facility solely dedicated to Van & Shelter manufacture and 
repair. This facility operates in compliance with State and 
local EPA guidelines, the most stringent in the country. SM- 
ALC1s hazardous material abatement program has achieved a 57% 
reduction in hazardous material, surpassing the DoD goal of 50% 
by 1992. Plastic media blasting (as opposed to chemical wash), 
Cadmium recovery, and high pressure water blasting are all proc- 
esses used in support of GCE, in place at SM-ALC. 

(e) ANTENNA SUPPORT: Antenna support at SM-ALC 
involves in-system testing capability for phased array antennas, 
such as FPS-117, ~nechoic chamber testing on antennas such the 
MSQ-118, and antenna manufacture, for antennas such as the spiral 
antenna used on the AW-133, part of Army's Quicklook program. 
As part of the initial input on antenna design, SM-ALC techni- 
cians and engineers have worked with Westinghouse on the antenna 
development for the TPS-75, an ultra low sidelobe antenna con- 
cept. 

(f) TPS DEVELOPMENT: GCE depot support 
requires extensive Test Program Set (TPS) development, and SM-ALC 
has an extensive GCE TPS development facility capable of meeting 
the demands of supporting complex GCE equipment. Complete TPSts 
for GCE systems, sub-systems, UtU's, and SRU9s are developed at 
SM-ALC. TPS1s developed by SM-ALC include all documentation, 
software, and interface test adapters. Using techniques such as 
signature, guided probe, or nodal analysis the TPS will take the 
technician down to the pie~e/part level. With TPS development 
done in the same location as the repair, TPS support is readily 
available. With GCE systems being modified rather than replaced, 
TPSs need to be updated, as required. At SM-ALc the TPs engi- 
neers work with the repair technicians to accomplish TPs modifi- 
cations in a timely manner- This consolidated effort results in 
minimal lag time for support, and a timely audit trail for docu- 
menting upgrades to the T.O. system. The success of the TPS 
capabilities at SM-ALC have garnered customers world-wide: Saudi 
Arabia and Canada have contracted with SM-ALC for TPS development 
on their State-of-the-Art GCE systems. 



TPS DEVELOPMENT AT SM-ALC (overview) 

I 1 

30,000 square feet of facilities 

S45,000,000.00 capital investment 

I 41 separate ATE systems I 
I 72% of personcel have EE degrees 

(g) ADVANCED COMPOSITES: The Advanced 
Composites Program Office IACPO) was established at McClellan in 
1983. The role of this office is to establish a capability tc 
apply advanced composites technology and then to export this 
technology to other DoD activities. Work done in advanced ccm- 
posites at McClellan is on the leading edge of this technolcqy. 
The K P O  provides training to Air Force personnel in 6 major 
areas: Composite Materials, Basics of Structural Design, Proc- 
essing/Quality Control, Repair Techniques, Composite Tooling, and 
Injection Molding of Thermoplastics. The office fully suppo==s 
Three-dimensional W / C ; \ M / C I M ,  Drafting, Solids Modeling, Finite 
Element Analysis, whiffle Design and Five-Axis Numerical Control 
Programming. The operational test facility is capable of simu- 
lating aerodynamic heating (up to 500° F while applying stress. 
The Thermoplastic Injection Molding Facility can manufacture 
items with a 500 square inch, single plane surface area and a 
maximum weight of 20 pounds, clamped with up to 1500 tons of 
pressure. 

(12) The requirements for successful depot accivacicn 
cross the lines of engineering, planning, logistics and technolo- 
gy. These skills are amassed through training, both formal and 
on-the-job, and experience. The depot activation team at SH-ALC 
is synergistic, and this would be.lostwhen workloads are trans- 
ferred. Because of the many issues that go into S U C C ~ S S ~ U ~  
support a GCE system, SM-AtC hasa support organization that 
specifically addresses the following issues of logistic supper-,: 

(a) SATAE: As part of the Site Activation Task 
Force, team members from SM-ALC work towards a successful syscem 
turnover. By having technicians on site, future support problems 
are noted and planned for. 

(b) DMAWG: As part of the Depot Activation 
Working Group, planning is started for adequate depot level 
support in a timely manner. This way, need for contract mainte- 
nance support in minimized, helping the program office stay in 
budget . 

(c) ILSWG: AS part of the Integrated Logistics 
Support Working Group, SM-ALC team members will evaluate data, 
such as Mean Time Between Failures (MTBF) and the Initial Spares 
Support List (ISSL). By using their technical background, a 
comparison is made as to whether the MTBF relates to the iSSL  for 



. 
adequate pipeline spares, and customer support. If not, options --.. 
such as Spares ~cquisition Integrated with Production (SAIP) to 
be used tor TPS development prior to EWRT are recommended. 

(d) LSXFT: As part of the Logistics Support 
Management Fusion Team, all aspects of support, from both the 
user and depot, are taken into consideration. By working with 
the customer in this way, a better support base.is built. 

(a) CRWG: As part of the Computer Resources 
Working Group, the computer code is evaluated for mission sup- 
port, and life cycle supportability. As software is an integral 
part of GCE, the CRWG is a critical path in logistics support. 

(13) SM-ALC works closely with 5 local area colleges 
and Universities. Co-op programs tor electronics technicians 
have been established at all the community colleges, and Long 
Term, Full Time (LTET) education programs are available to em- 
ployees at the state colleges and Universities. Consequently, 
all educational aspects of logistics support are covered, not 
just one peculiar part. As an example,-the direct labor that 
organically supports the AN/FPS-117, has a minimum education 
level of a 2 year electronics technology degree (AA) from accrel: 
ited community colleges. . . 

(14) Tobyhanna Amy depot's (TOAD) lack of an h e d  
ate air strip will result in a delay i n  mobilization. Urgent 
requirements are currently met by airlift. At TOAD, equipment 
would have to be loaded on trucks, transported to the nearest 
airport, re-loaded, and airlifted on a scheduled civilian air- 
line. In some cases, where an Air Force C-5 is needed, delay 
from trucking to the nearest Air Force Base would be unaccept- 
able. 



GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

i OPTION 111 - TRANSFER S U D  AND SM-ALC GCE WOFXLOAD TO TOAD 

COST ANALYSIS - AIR FORCE INPUT 

i (NOTE: Data relates only to movement of SM-ALC workload. Adci- 
tional costs associated with S W  should be obtained from the 
Army for the final report. However, each move should be consid- 

I ered separately to avoid masking the efficiencies or inefficien- 
cies of the other.) 

I 

1. RELOCATION OF PRODUCTION EQUIPMENT: The plant equipment 
I 

I 
located at SGALC for use with GCE depot level maintenance was 
reviewed by SM-ALC engineers and equipment specialists, Only 

i peculiar support equipment was identified for possible transfer. 
That equipment that was exclusively used for workload identified 

i 
as a candidate for transfer was evaluated for shipping require- 
ments, with the following results: 

TEARDOWN/PACK/UNPACK/SETUP/CALIBRATS 53,245,000 
SHIPPING 400,000 
TOTAL : 53,645,000 

1 2.  PERSONNEL REDISTRIBUTION: The cost to redistribute SM-.\LC's 
GCE depot maintenance workforce includes the expenses delineated ) below. Available employment in the Sacramento area is predomi- 
nantly service oriented. The vast preponderance of industrial 
jobs are with DoD either .at SM-ALC or SAAD. Electronics firms in 

i the area offer predominantly assembly jobs, for which displaced 

i SM-ALC employees would be over qualified. Therefore, it woula be 
at least 24 weeks before most of the displaced employees would 

I find suitable employment. It is also expected that only 5% of i 
i 

the displaced employees would accept o f f e r s  to transfer to Penn- 
sylvania. I t  has been our experience that blue collar workers 

i are reluctant to leave the area. Most families are dual-incsme, 
and would prefer to operate for 6 months to a year on a single 
income awaiting suitable employment in the area. No military 
relocations are expected from SM-ALC. 

TOTAL SM-ALC GCE EMPLOYEES: 
NUMBER OF TRANSFERS: 
NUMBER SEVERED : 
UNEMPLOYMENT PERIOD: 
AVERAGE AGE: 
AVERAGE YEARS SERVICE: 
AVERAGE SALARY: 

834 
42 (,05 "834) 

792 
2 4  WEEKS 
44 . 

14 
$33,000 

mEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION: 3 .3.612 (.683 * 24 f $190 PEB IJEZIC) 
SEVERANCE PAY: 11.979 (683 * ~15,125 PER PERSON) 
PCS COST: 1 . 3 4 4  (36 * $32,000 PER PEBSON) 

,j TOTAL COST: 816.935 

CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT: 

a. It is important to note that facilities for C-E cx-i.modi- 
ties are  not suitable for Other Major End Item ( O M E I )  overhaul of 



, . 
the tactical and fixed site systems that are typical of SM-ALC'S - 
GCE workload. Each GCE system has peculiar support requirements. 
AS an example, system test equipment is specifically built for . * 

the AN/TPS-43, and is not applicable to other systems. Facili- 
ties for this workload include a power pad and shop area designed 
for TPS-43 support that is not transportable to another facility. 
These include hazardous material handling and peculiar phase and 
frequency power requirements. 

b. Many of the OMEI systems repaired and overhauled at SM- 
ALC require a duplicate, dedicated "hot mock-up1' system in depot 
to perform system level testing and to allow testing of engineer- 
ing and software block changes by the ICP personnel. Having the 
ICP and depot level repair/ overhaul functions collocated at SM- 
ALC has allowed the use of a single hot mock-up to perform both 
tasks. Should the workload transfer to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
additional systems would have to be procured for the following 
sys tems : 

It should be noted that given extremely limited inventory of some 
of these systems, many would not be available at any price. 

GROUND COMMUNICATION AND ELECTRONICS WORKLOAD REQUIRING 
DEPOT-DEDICATED SYSTEMS FOR ORGANIC SUPPORT: 

GPN-20 . PRC-66 E'MQ-12 UPX-14 
TPN- 19 FPS-8 FPS-77 8073 
GRA-I11 MSQ-T43 TSC-60 MPS-TI CV 
FPN-62 MPQ-T3 GSN-I2 
MPN-14 MF'S-9 TSC-107 
TPS-43 MSQ-77 TPQ- 4 3 
TPS-7 5 MST-T1 VPQ- 1 
FPS-6 MPS-19 GPA-133 
FPS-20 GPN-22 GRC-171 
GRN-27 GRN-19A GRR- 24 
GMD- 5 GRN-2OB GRT-21 
GRN-29 GRN-I2 UPX-6 

c. COSTS: 

I 

REPLACEMENT OF HOT MOCK-UPS: $46,100,000 
SPECIALIZED FACILITIES/RENOVATION: 5,300,000 
SPECIALIZED TEST EQUIPME= NOT 

AVAILABLE FOR TRANSFER (SEE 
ITEM 1): 

TOTAL : 

4. TRANSPORTATION CHANGE: This analysis is based on Air Force 
inventoryequipment locations for -91 workloads. It is separated 
by major system overhaul workloads and exchangeables. Systems 
will necessitate single ship-rnents while, exchangeable components 
can be shipped in lots. For the purposes of this study, both 
Systems and lot shipments were considered to weigh 5,000 pounds- 
Routing was based on actual Air Force MAC terminal locations and 
standard operating procedures. Shipping costs were obtained from 
the Air Force Directorate of Supply and Transportation at SM-ALC- 
If Option I11 were exercised, our analysis indicates that trans- 



portat ion cos t s  would increase by 336.6K d o l l a r s  per year; o r  
approximately 1 . O M  do l l a r s  over a three  year time frame. 

c o s t  f o r  Transportation Change: f336.6K per  year 

5 .  INVENTORY: Electronics suppl ies  used exclusively for SM- 
A L C ' s  GCE depot level  r epa i r  and overhaul would be t ransfer red  t o  
Tobyhanna. Supplies t h a t  a r e  common t o  o ther  workloads a t  SM-ALC 
would be re ta ined a t  SM-ALC and would have t o  be duplicated a t  
Tobyhanna. 

COST OF RELOCATION: $ 400,000 
COST OF DUPLICATION: 1,320,000 

TOTAL : $1,720,000 

6. NEW PERSONNEL: - 
a. Costs associated with t h i s  element include recruitment 

expenses, t r a in ing  costs ,  ICS during t r ans fe r  and recruitment 
phase a t  TOAD, and product ivi ty  loss  r e su l t ing  from new person- 
n e l .  Extensive t ra in ing  requirements are associated with the 
type o f  workload being t ransfer red  - ( s p e c i f i c a l l y  the OMEI work- 
load) t h a t  cur rent ly  e x i s t s  only a t  SM-ALC. It is estimated thae 
501 of the  new-hires at- Tobyhanna A r m y  Depot would require t r a i n -  
ing  of t h i s  magnitude. An example of t r a in ing  is described below 
f o r  the  TPS-43 Radar: 

GCE SKILLS REVIEW 
TPS-43 Radar Support 

RECRUITMENT : f -253 792 PEOPLE @ $320 PER PERSON 
TRAINING (SALARIES) 5.401 792 * 50% * 800 HRS * S17.OS/HR 
TRAINING (TRAINERS) .683 27,320 INS HRS * SZS.OO/HR 
ICS COST 32.000 SPM ESTIMATE I) PRODUCTION LAG: 

@ TOTAL: 
4.805 1,138,000 HRS * .2S * S17 .0S /HR - 

$43.143 

i 
1 

b. COSTS: 

S k i l l s  & t ra ining 

Integrated Systems. 
mechanics (WG-12) 

Electronics  mechanics 
systems overhaul (WG-11) 
Electronics  mechanic 
MISTR support (WG-08) 

TPS-43 d i r e c t  labor 

Formal System t ra in ing  

PE's 

7 

15 

6 

28 

22 

% of d i r e c t  labor 

25% 

54% 

2i% 

100% 

79% course length: 
800 hrs.  



7. CHANGE IN PRODUCTION COST: 

a. The reduction in overhead associated with SH-ALC for 
Option I11 is based on the DDHC Sub-Group Rotary Wing Depot Study 
conclusion that, "Indirect cost savings From consolidation of 
rotary w'ing work are approximately 16 percent (number of indirect 
personnel divided by n d e r  of direct personnel identified for 
separation as a result OF consolidation). The 16 percent is 

' 

based on minimal data points. sensitivity analysis varying this 
parameter from 11 percent to 25 percent was conducted and recom- 
mended alternatives were relatively insensitive to the varia- 
tions." Per the Joint Memorandum for the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (P&L), 28 Sep 90, an additional nine percent savings 
should be documented to account For inter-servicing efficiencies. 

b. Based on 115 indirect personnel and 16 percent savings, 
the following applies: .16 of 115 equals 19: 19 multiplied by 
$33X equals $627K savings. 

c. Based on 719 direct personnel and a nine percent inter- 
servicing efficiency reduction, the following applies : 719 multi- 
plied by nine percent (inter-servicing efficiency) equals 65 
personnel. Inter-servicing efficiency personnel reduction (65) 
multiplied by the average annual salary for SH-ALC ( $  31,211) 
equals a $ 2,028,715 savings. , . 

8 .  COST SAVINGS MILCON: Unknown. 
I 

9. BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT I BOS 1 : Zero savings. Any reduction 
in GCE direct labor at SN-AX would have an additive effect on != 
remaining direct labor operations (workloads such as aircraft, r - 3  
space. air warning, etc). While decreases in industrial plant 
utility and maintenance costs would occur, BOS operations which 
are costed over the entire SM-ALC maintenance complex would cause 
a net increase to the zemaining depot operations. In addition, 
the SM-ALC utility and maintenance cost decreases would also 
result in corresponding increases at TOAD. 



I ! COSTS 

-- - 

. COSTS/SAVINGS SUMMARY - SAAD & SM-ALC TO TOAD 

TOTAL 

I 

! I 
i 
i 

I 

i 

i 
I 
i 
I 

i 
I 

I 

I 

I SAVINGS 
I (2.6) (2.6) ( 2'. 6 (7.8) 

' ') TOTAL 113.0 ( 2 . 3 )  ( 2 . 2 )  199.5 

@ 
CATEGORY 

1. RELOCATION OF EQUIP 

2. PERSONNEL REDISTRIE 
A. UNEMPLOYMENT 
B. SEVERANCE 
C. PCS - CIV 
D. PCS - MIL 
PERSONNEL SUB-TOTAL 

3. CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT 
A. FACILITIES 
B. EQUI3MENT 
C. TRANSPORTATION 
D. FACILITY MOD 

CAP SUB-TOTAL 

4. TRANSPORTATION CHANGE 

' '1 
5. INVENTORY MOVE 

6. NEW PERSONNEL 
A. FRODUCTIVITY LAG 
B. RECRUITMENT 
C. TRAINING 
D. PROD SXUTDOWN COST 

NEW PERS SUB-TOTAL 

7 .  CHANGE IN PROD COST 
A. INDIRECT 
B. INTU-SERVICING 

CHANGE SUB-TOTAL 

8. COST SAVINGS MILCON 

9. CHANGE IN BOS 

I 

I 

i 

I 
I 
i 

( DOLLARS 

SAAD 

8 . 0  

-- 

@ 
S.0 

' i 
I 

IN MILLIONS ) 

SM-ALC 

$3.6 

53.1 
910.3 
91.2 
S. 0 

S14.6 

S5 . 3 
349.5 
31.0 
5.0 

556.4 

8 . 3  

TOTAL 

S. 0 

$1.7 

54.8 
5.2 

$5.4 
330.2 

340.6 0.0 

%-2.0 

5-2.6 

s. 0 





GROUND CQPIUNICATIONS-ELD2TRONICS STUDY 

OPTION I I1 - MOVEMENT OE' C & E  FRCM SAAD AkVD S l / I I C f  'IQ TOAD 

i ,  I ASSUMPTIONS 
I .  

a. Sacramento Army Depot w i l l  c lose with CCbE workload primarily 
transferring t o  Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

b. 'She Sacramento Army Depot electr-cptics workload w i l l  t ransfer t o  
Anniston Anny Depot. 

c. Sf/= OC&E workload w i l l  t ransfer  t o  TOAD, 

d. The Army workload was derived frcm the Budget S t r s t  for FY91-93. FY94 
and FY95 workload was straight-lined fran FY93. . Reicllixlrsable workload was 
based on his tor ica l  data, 

e. SM/ALC workload data was provided by SM/= representatives. 

f .  Workload was not decremented based on a declining defense hdge t .  

g. E(aximum capacity is defined Sy 1615 d i r e  labor mar+hcurs per year x 
the number of work 'positions x -95 and a r e  calculated based on the maximum 
number of d i r ec t  labor personnel that can work a single shif t .  

a. Since these workload transfers ccmr in  EY93, TOAD'S to ta l  capacity 
w i l l  be suff ic ient  to absorb both the SAAD and %/AI% workloads while st i l l  
leaving adequate surge capacity/capability. 

I b. Tobyhanna Asmy Depot's t o t a l  capacity w i l l  increase t o  6.1 million 
I man-hcurs with C & E  capacity of 4.6 million mar+hours in  FY93.  his increased 
! 

capacity is a t t r i t u t ab l e  t o  hro congrzssionally approved military construction 
projects; egg. a 178,000 squars foot Cammnications Security (CCP(SB3 
Facil i ty and a 67.00Q square foot S a t e l l i t e  ~omunicakions Mission Faci l i ty  . 

I 
C. In ccmplting capacity. it is i i i o r t a n t  to  reccqnize that  (CLE is a 

! theoretical sub-category of the C-E c m c d i t y  grmp. In practice, there is 
nuch c m m a l i t y  between the two. The .sane M s  of -wrsonnel s k i l l s .  test 
=pi.pent. and workplace are  required t o  support C-E workload. For 
mese reasons. CC&E capacity ard C-E capacity can be consider& the 
Same. 

I I I I. COST SAVI X S  

a. Transfer of SX\D1s and N/ALC*s  workload to  mAO resul ts  in a 
savings of 5232,478,800 iuring t h e  pericd N93-95. Tobyhanna- AT Depot's 
substantially lower cperatl- costs are  r e f l e c t d  in its highly c a n p t i t i v e  
bid ra te  (larest in the U.S. A r a y  Depot Systw c-d) which eas i ly  
overccrnes the one-time costs incurred Ly the SAAD and N/ALC closure. 

5- Tobhanna's con;letitive Sid ra te  equates t~ a -rat im 
Cost, Contri 'mtim F a r t n r c  i - - l . -~ -  - - - 



s t ruc ture ,  productivity/  managanent i n i t i a t i v e s  and the d i s t r i bu t ion  of a 
l a rge  man-hmr base across a lcu s tab l ized  overhead cost. Ebrther reduction 
of the  bid r a t e  w i l l  occur when SAAD and workload a r e  assumed. 

c, 'one t i m e  transportation expenses fo r  rnovment of SAAD's and S.I/ALC's 
prcduction equipnent t o  TOAD a r e  included in  t h e  cost  analysis.  However, 
analysis  thrmgh a transportation model developed by TOAD provides a yearly 
savings of $6,084,000 based cxl a global  d i s t r i bu t ion  of MX, un i t s .  'Ibis model 
projected transportation requirements based on Army p o p l a t i o n  i n  each of 12 
g e q r a p h i c  worldwide. Shipnent cos t s  were based on standard p r o f i l e s  a d  
costing data  made avai lable  f ran  t h e  Mi l i ta ry  T ra f f i c  Managanent Carnnand. The 
r e s u l t s  of the model indicate  subs t an t i a l  transportation savings s ince 65 
percent of a l l  ms tane r s  a r e  located closer  t o  ?'OW. 

d. Transition af the electr-qtics workload t o  rn c m l d  be 
accanplished thrcxlgh a planned phased-in ttiereby reducing or eliminating the 
t r ans i t i on  costs associated w i t h  interim contractor  support. 

e. Onetime mi l i t a ry  re locat ion cos t s  c m l d  be further reduced or 
eliminated i f  normal ro ta t ions  a r e  scheduled t o  coincide with t he  planned 
depot closurs. Currently SAAD has nine mi l i t a ry  posit ions associated with the 
C L E  workload. 

f .  eersonnel separation cos t s  so l e ly  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the SAAD closure and - 
SM/ALC workload transfer can be reduced below the  e s t i m a t e  used i n  L!is stu6y 
i f  the DOD build d a m  continues between n w  and the -93 projected 

. closure/ t ransfer  . 

a. Since these workload t r ans fe r s  w i l l  occur in  FY93, TOAD w i l l  have t h e  
capacity t o  accanmcdate SAAD and %/AII= workload while still reta ining the 
a b i l i t y  t o  respond t o  any mobilization requirements, 

b, Tobyhanna Array Depot has a newly constructed high technology Reserve 
Canponent Training F a c i l i t y  for  t he  Army. Transfer of the  SAAD and m/AK 
workload would enable t h a t  t ra in ing  f a c i l i t y  t o  expand its range of HOS 
t r a i n i r q  offered t o  Reserve Canponent a d  National Qard rrranbers. Tobyhanna 
is a t  the  center of a 500 m i l e  radius  which represents t he  g r e a t e s t  density of 
Reserve Cunponent population i n  t he  world, 

c. 'hbyhanna is s t r a t e g i c a l l y  located near eastern parts, overseas, 
a i r  terminals, t h e  metropolitan a raas  of New York City and Philadelphia, 
major i n t e r s t a t e  highways, ra i l roads ,  and a i rpo r t s .  Analysis af 
e a s t  c o a s t h e s t  coast t ransporta t ion ra tes  shows t h a t  TOAD'S locat ion 
provides shorter  access t o  the  Persian Cblf and the  Ehrcpean Theatre, and 
the majority of Army equipnent users ,  thereby reducinq turnarmnd t i m e  and 
maintenance f l o a t  requirements, Both of these fac tors  contr ibute  t o  
increased readiness of Army uni ts .  



d. Readiness t o  the  A m y  w i l l  be enhanced because of the consolidation 
of workloads. This is due t o  the  following: 

(1) ~ v a i l a b i l i t y  of a larger  e lec t ron ic  s k i l l  base capable of 
supporting a l l  CE carnnodities. 

I ( 2 )  The cmunonality of repair  pa r t s  and test equipnent. 

I ( 3 )  Reduced transportation t i m e  due frcm the proximity of users, 

e, The SAAD and SM/ALC t o  TOAD option would c l e a r l y  s a t i s f y  the Army's 
and the A i r  Forces' s "core" requirements, 

f, This workload wmld be e f f i c i e n t l y  t ransi t ioned t o  ?DAD with no 
disrupt ion i n  custaner services due t o  a phased-in approach and advance 
preparation a t  the  gaining ins ta l la t ion ,  

g. Tobyhanna can reacquire 19,800 acres  of adjacent land for expansion 
purposes i n  the  event of any national anergency. 

I v. POTENTIAL LAYAWAY 
. . 

I Poten t ia l  layaway of t u i ld ings  a t  SAAD f o r  mobilization would r e su l t  i n  
t h e  re tent ion of 201,828 sq. f t .  of work space and a savings of 

, Depot p l a n t  equiptent which has not been t ransferred t o  TOAD 
cmld remain m i t e  and be included in  t he  layaway, 

1 @ YI. PROS A M  CONS 

a ,  Consolidation of a l l  of E&Eworkload a t  T Q ~  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a 
DOD Center of lkchnical  Bce l l ence  fo r  Ccmmrnicati ons-~ l  ectr onics . 
?he overal l  lwel of expertise would be g rea t ly  enhanced s ince  a l l  s k i l l s  
associated w i t h  C-E would be avai lable  a t  one location,  thus facilitating 
technology shari- and creating a w i d e r  base of e lec t ron ics  kncrwledge, A l l  of 
the depot' s engineering s k i l l s  would be s ingular ly  devoted t o  5-E, wi t h a t  the 
d i l u t i o n  of foots inherent in  ml t i - camcd i ty  scenarios. This act ion w i l l  
eliminate a s i g n i f i c a n t  dupl icat ion .of f a c i l i t i e s  . t ha t  present ly  e x i s t  within 

. MX). Indus t r ia l  p l a n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  r a t e s  w i l l  increase a t  a l l  depots that 
receive t ransferred rrraintenance workload, and the u t i l i z a t i o n  r a t e s  of 
depot m a i n t e ~ n c e  f a c i l i t i e s  as an e n t i r e  systm w i l l  a l s o  increase due t o  t he  
reduction i n  t he  w e r a l l  capacity base. 

b. This cption allows DCa) overal l  to take advantage of the s ign i f i can t ly  
lmer p r a t i n g  costs a t  TOAD ra ther  than SAAD and SI/RLC-thus executing the  
work a t  a $232,478,000 savings over a 5-year period, 

c. Tobyhanna w i l l  receive the la rges t  portion of DOD'S C & E  workload. 
Autana td  mintenance systems such as the Maintenance Shop Floor Systen and 

I 
the  Au tanated Storage and Retrieval Systan which a r e  mdern  state-of- the-art  
information and w t e r i a l  del ivery systens t o  Nppor t  t h i s  workload are already 
-rational a t  TOAD. 



d. Tobyhanna is engaged in cooperative ventures with many higher 
educational institutions to perform applied research in the depot's 
industrial setting thus applying the latest technology to enhance on deat 
productivity and manufacturing. Ap?lications include surface mount technology 
tsstinq, artificial intelligence, and lassr welding, with Penn State, LehiGh, 
Wilkes College, and the Iln'iversi ty of Scranton. 

e. Tobyhanna Ilrmy Depot's Envirormental Stress Screening facility is the 
largest such testing facility in the Cepartment of Defense, It consists of 12 
temperature chanSers and 5 vibration tables. Each cnamber has a 48 cubic foot 
capacity and can undergo temperature than;-s of up to 20 degrees centigrade 
p r  minute, within the range of -73 to L73 3grses centigrade. The vibration 
tables are capable of 6000 force punds for a bandwidth of 20 to 2000 hz. 
By exposing modules of canponents to variations in tanpratures and vibration, 
'mrginal or .defective canponents can be isolated and replaced to provide inore 
reliable equipnmt. As a result of 3esert.$hield, we are processing all 
VRC-12 radios. through this facility, thereby, increasing the radio's 
reliability in the harshest climate of the Persian Gulf. 

f. .Us0 located at TKIm is a large laboratory for siwlation of 
weather/environmental conditions throughout the world. Because of the unique 
rain cha-rs, infrared ovens, altitude tester and other qecialized equi9ent 
at the facility, materials can 'be tested against the rguirenents of desert, 
rain forest, arctic, and other harsh climates, .U-so available is shock, 
canpression, and impact test equi-gent, 

3 .  'ibbyhanna was an early leader in the field of Test Program Sets (TPS) 
within OW. Today it reass the benefits of those 25 years of experience. The 
depot is the TPS S-rt Facilit- for the Depot Systm Commnd (DESaY) ; 
providing a l l  ATE/TPS related supyrt services to the ~ n i c a t i o n s t ~ n a  
(-OM) an? m y  elanents throughout the world. 'he support includes all 
aspects of ATE, TPSs, ATE hardware/software, standards a-nd Configuration 
Management and Control. Technical assistance is provided to major s-rdinatt 
ccrranands (MSCs) and Project Managers including should cost studies and final 
acceptance of contractor ?repar& TPSs. Tobyiianna m y  Depot also maintains 
(in a newly constructed enviromentally controlled Suilding) the TPS 
Repository for the dept and CECOM. ResponsiSilities of the TPS Repository 
consist of life cycle configuration control; storing of TPS files, resources 
and &ia; reproduction, assembly, test and worldwide distribution, data 
links, processing - . of engineering changes 2roposals (ZPS) and over-the-counter 
issue. 

h. Tobyhanna has the largest engineering department of any Amy dept 
and includes a Production Design & Developxent aranch giving TOAD the 
capability to design, manufacturs & integrate new electronics assenblqes for 
all services. This unique Special Fabrication mission has made lM!l t!!e 
largest supplier of C-E shelters for WD. X 22-workstation state-of-the-art 
Canputer Aided Engineering (CAE) System provides advanced capabilities such as 
solids inodelinq, hidden line ranoval, finite element analysis, nuinerical 
control data generation, and autmtic printed circuit board placement, 
routing, and sibnulation. In addition static and dynaxic response analysis 
enahle M4D to avoid destructive testing of systems. arawings are 
autonatically produczci, %modified, and verified, Bills of mterial and CJC 
program tapes are also electronically generated. 



i. since 1975, TOAD has been responsible for providing satellite 
cmunications systems for the Tri-Services, White House, and NATO 
Signatories. MAD provides supprt for both strategic and tactical satellite 
systens. By virtue of TOAD'S experience and expertise in the field of 
satellite camnmications and involvement with the Space Technology wDrking 
Group, the dept was selected as CTX for Space Ccunmunications. TOAD maintains 
the engineering test bed for Satellite Digital Ccmmmications Subsystens 
(CCSS) for the Cefense Satellite Camtunications Systms. M A D  has designed 
and built the majority of OCSS sites worldwide, 

j. Maintenance Support Facilities/Capabilities 

(1) Tobyhanna Army Dept performs canplete repair/overhaul for a 
variety of CA, surveillance, interrogator, eather and mortar locating radar 
Systems, Maintenance services include overhaul modification, and u ~ r a d e  and 
performance testing to original manufacturing specifications. Furthemore, 
technical support is provided by an-experienced staff of professional 
engineers who possess a high degree of expertise in the area of radar 
technology, 

( 2 )  In addition, TOAD operates two Radar Antenna Pattern Ranges. 
These ranges give 'XIAD the capability to align and test many types of radar 
antenna, Using a sophisticated AZ over EL over 'rest Pedestal, the 
Radiation Patterns, in the f o m  of Amplitude vs. Azimuth plots, in any axis 
as required, are calculated and hard copies are produced by chart recorders. 
Axis include the horizontal, vertical, and the rotor used in the ANFIPQ-4A 
Mortar bcating Radar Systan. Horizontal and Circular polarization mode 
adjusments are done onsite and the antennas are retested. Once canplete 
these antennas are put in optimum optical, mechanical and electrical 
calibration before being returned to the radar systan for final operational 
testings. 

(3)  The radar systms that have antennas tested at these ranges 
are: 

AN/TPN-18/18A Radar 
AN/FPN-40 Radar ' 

ANFSQ-84/8 4A Radar 
AN/TSQ-'/IB Air Traffic Control Central 
AN/TPX41/44/46 Interrogator 

. . AN/MFQ4A Mortar Locating - Radar ,. - - ,  . 

(4)  Tobyhanna p e r f o m  final operational tests on all of the above 
mentioned Ground Control Approach Radars on our Live target range. This 
includes conducting final precision approach of the overhauled radars with 
an aircraft to 300 ft. AGL- Accuracy of the radar is verified using a 
theodolite which has a -02 degree resolution, The surveillance modes and 
ccmmmication capabilities of these systems are checked during the flight 
test. This unique capability ensures high quality radar systms are field& 
to Arrny aviation units. 



k. ~nvironmental Considerations - Tobyhanna Amy Depot and SAAD 

environmental managanent programs operate all missions and related activities 
in compliance with state and federal regulatory requirements. A new 
state-of-the-art hazardous material storage facility is operational at MP3. 
Tobyhanna's environmental initiatives include use of high volume, low Tessure 
spray paint equipnent in order to minimize VOC emissions and paint waste. New 
methodology in plating has minimized waste within this process. Almina oxide 
grit has been replaced by zirconia alumina grit to reduce waste in the 
blasting process. Presently, extension of paint filter .life and conversion of 
water curtain booths to dry filters are under study. Tobyhanna has designed a 
cradleto-grave tracking system for hazardous waste/materials. This systm is 
in process of final test prior to implanentation. At the present time 40 
percent of the total waste generated is recycled with initiatives in place to 
increase this capability. - 

1. With the constrictions of the fiscal, year 91 congressionally approved 
MILCON a camnmications security building, TOAD will have the largest CWSEC 
facility in DOD and will be capable of supporting all services workload, 

m. Tobyhanna has a denonstrated ability t6 provided rapid, onsite 
technical assistance to its many custmers throughout the world. An entire 
organizational element within TOAD is devoted to this critical function, 
traveling to COMIS and OCOMIS sites as m e d .  In FYSQ, 17,808 man-days of 
effort was expended on the road in such diverse locales such as Cuba, Panama, 
Norway, United Kingdun, Italy, Fuerto Rico, Australia, Turkey, Germany, Japan, 
and Korea. 

n. Tobyhanna is considered the pre-eminent mployer in Northeastern 
Pennsylvania. This is reflected in the fact that 5,0@0-6,000 enployment 
inquiries are received annually; the 7.2 percent unemployment rate in t5e 
surrounding cammities; and the depot's average annual salary ($24,690) 
which canpares favorably to the local average salary for manufacturinq 
industries ($20,280). ~dditionally, past experience demonstrates T 0 ~ ' s  
ability to hire the required number of skilled personnel. In Jun 89, T0.43 
requested an O W  register for 100 WG-08 Electronics Mechanics Worker 
positions. Within weeks, 264 qualified candidates \ere referred for hire. 
The Veteran' s Readjustment Act (VRA) authority has recently been expanded to 
allow employment of post-Viet Nam era vets. Since the program's inception, 
e-g., 69 percent of the total work force are veterans. Other factors whicn 
support TOAD'S recruibnent ability are the local schools *ich offer specific 
electronics curriculum; e-g., Lincoln Technical, Johnson School of 
Tecbnoiogy, Luzerne Community College, and three Penn State campuses. 
Additional technical expeztise is available through local miversi ties and 
high tech centers e.g . , Ben Franklin Program at Lehigh ~biversi ty. In 
addition , Pennsylvania Industrial Resource Council, Northeastern Pennsylvania 
*nufacturers Association, Research Assistance Program w i t h  Wilkes College, 
etc- moilization analysis completed by WAD'S Civilian Personnel Division 
'Onfinns this ability to favorably react to, and exceed, a large hiring 
r ~ ~ i r c z n t  across the range of required skills. 



o. Fiber Cptics 

(1) Tobyhanna has established repair/overhaul capability to support 
Fiber @tic workload. Specialized equipnent necessary to manufacture/ 
repair/overhaul fiber optic cable assanblies is in place. Equipnent available 
includes a fusion splicer, optical time danain reflectaneter (OTDR), cutting 
and polishing machines, optical attenuation test sets, and associated tools, 
Tobyhanna is presently fabricating new and/or upgrading through technology 
insertion previously built systems which use fiber optics extensively. These 
fabricated systems include: The Defense Satellite Communications Systan - 
Operations Control System (DOCS) ; the Digital Group MultipLexor for RI 
Multi-Service Cammications Systan (AN/-173, AN/TRC-L74, AN/TRC-175, and 
AN/TRC-138A) ; and the Remote Relay System AN/TSQ-144 (Guardrail V) ; Corps 
Theatre Automated Service Center I1 ; (CTASCII) ; Relocatable Army Processors 
for Intelligence Data EXlrope (RAPIDE) ; and Mobile Battle Management 
Demonstrator. 

( 2 )  Tobyhanna designed, manufactured and canpleted systems 
integration of 30 AN/TSQ-146 Digital Group Multiplexer (M) shelter 
systems for the Air Force. This effort included fabrication, 
test, technical mnual preparation and provisioning. 

p. Satellite Ccarnnslications - Tobyhanna Army &pot provides the fol- 
lowing support services to Project Manager Satellite Ccmmnications (PM 
SAX@l). 

(1) Organic Depot Level Maintenance (Dm) - TOAD serves as the prime 
mission dept providing DLM repair/overhaul support for virtually all S A X O M  
Strategic, Tactical and Control systens. As the prime mission depot, TOAD 
supprts approximately 25 unique major Satellite '&minals and over 2,100 Line 
Replaceable ifnits ( L R t b ) ,  Subassemblies and modules. Several specific examples 
include: 

(a) Ground Mbile Forces (W) satellite Terminals such as the 
;~N/TSC-~S /93, Air Force AN/TSC-94/100, AN/GSC-40 Canbined Ground cZcmmnd ms t 
Terminal and ANb4SC-64 Force Terminal. 

(b) Strategic Satellite Terminals to include the AN/FSC-78/79, 
AN/GSC-39, AN/GSC-49 Jam ksistant Secure Comrmnications (JRSC) Terminal and 
the Digital Commications Satellite Subsysten (DCSS) . 

(c)  AN/MSQ-I14 Satellite Ccxmmications Monitoring and Control 
Central and subsystsns of the Oefense Satellite C ~ i c a t i o n s  System 
Operational Control System (DOCS) . 

(dl E'bture DtM wrkIoad includes the AN/GSC-52 State-of-the-Art 
Medium Terminal (SAMT) , Single Channel Objective Tactical (SCOTT) , Anti-Jam 
Control Modan (AJCM) and (24-73 Digital Data Modan. 

( 2 )  %sign and Cevelopnent and Manufacturing - TOAD serves as the 
prime system integrator for the ESS. Our mission includes engineering 
design, fabrication, integration and testing of canpiex state-of-the-art 
systems deployed worldwide. Examples include the AN/MSC-66-CCSS Van, 
4N/MSC-74 Operations (OPS) Van and approximately 74 unique electronic racks 
and inter faces. 



(3) Test Program Set (TPS) Developcent and Acceptance - Tobyhanna has 
developed a variety of TPSs to suppor t  SATCCX.I mission requiranents and is 
presently negotiating future requiranents. In. addition, M A D  provides 
technical assistance and guidance to FM SATCCFl and CDZCX*~ during the acceptance 
of contractor developed TPSs. 

(4) Technical Assistance and Site ~nstallations 

(a) Tobyhanna provides emergency on-site technical assistance to 
S A X W  sites located worldwide, In addition, corrective assistance is 
provided to site ,personnel via telephone through use of unique SAXW test and 
facility at TOAD. Field problans can be duplicated and resolved through use 
of this systen, 

(5 )  Tobyhanna has performed numerous site installations and 
modifications/upgrades to support SATCW mission requiranents, The depot is 
currently negotiating requirenents for TOAD to install nearly 400 
Anti-Jam Control Modems at QfF Satellite Terminals deployed worldwide. 
Tobyhanna is also scheduled to incorporate the Single olannel Transponder 
Receiving Set (SCTR) at approximately L14 sites, 

(c)  Tobyhanna provides orientation training/instruction, 
consisting of both theoretical and "hands-on" training to personnel at various 
sites and at TOAD, Prior to fielding of SA'ICCM systems, personnel fran 
gaining installation travel to TOAD to receive technical training and hands-on 
exprience with their. equipnent , thus ensuring smooth transition to the 
customer. 

(5) Integrated Logistic Support (ILS) - TOAD'S activities span the 
entire ILS function to include dwelopnent and evaluation of Integrated 
Logistics Support Plans (ILSPs); validation, verification and dwelopnent of 
numerous test procedures and specifications; and provisioning functions, 

(6) TOAD'S major fabrication effort for the SAXOM Program 
included the manufacturing and fielding of approximately 4,400 electronic 
equipnent racks to 104 sites deployed worldwide. As a future modernization 
initiative a S A X W  Mission Facility will provide over 43,200 square feet of 
floor space to support overall SA'ICCM mission workload requirenents, 

q. Fire cb;"trol and Battlefield Autcxnation - Tobyhanna Anny Cepot' s 
support services to CECCXl, MICOM, Foreign Military Sales, and other services 
include depot's repair/overhaul, modification and field support of the 11,s. 
A m y  Tactical Fire Control and 3attlefield AutCmati~ns System. The following 
is a listing of the'primary systems supported: 

AN/TSQ-73 Missile Minder System 
LV/GSG10  Tactical Fire Control System (TACFIRE) 
AN/GYX-29 Battery Camputer System (BCS) 
00-144 Gun Display (lni t (GDt?) 
AN/PSG-ZA/B Digital Message %vice (DMD) - 
AN/PSGS FIST-DMD 
M-23 Mortar Ballistics Computer 
AN/GSC-21 Variable Format Message Entry Device (VFMD) 
AN/TSM-141 TACFIRE Maintenance Support System 



r. Tobyhanna also has its own in-house Technical Training School (Toby 
Tech) with 7 full-time instructors providing instruction in soldering, basic 
math, specialized test equipnent, digital electronics, Linear and digital 
integrated circuits to name a few, Tobyhanna has its own in-house 4-year 
Apprentice Program in electronics. and metal trades. Employees enter the 
program as trainees and graduate as full-fledged journeymen. This w s  the 
first Department of Labor approved Electronics Apprentice Program within DOD. 

s. The Center of Technical Excellence ( C T X )  concept cas created within 
DESCCM to assue complete integration of the depot industrial base in supprt 
of the total acquisition life cycle. Under this concept, individual depots 
are designated as the CTX for selected major new weapon systens and must then 
provide intensive logistics manageinent of the new systern frm inception thru 
fielding. Based on TOAD'S capabilities and technical exprtise, it 'is 
currently assigned 12 CTX programs - the, most of any depot within DESCCm. 

t. Total ~uality Managenent - Tobyhanna A m y  Oept has always been 
recognized for its progressive and innovative manaqenent initiatives 
throughout the Amy, In 1988 the depot camitted itself to the implenentation 
of m. The process began w i t h  a rigorous training program for all senior 
level magers, This included mandatory sessions by the Federal Quality 
Institute, b i n g  Seminars, Statistical Process Control Classes, and a host of 
other training that provided a camon language for management. The efforts 
have set the stage for a number of process improvements. One of the depot's 
most critical processes, the acquisition cycle, was dissected and analyzed to 
identify and implement improvements through a Prucess Action -am. In 
addition to these formal process improvanents, numerous experiinents ars being 
conducted within the Supply and Contracting arenas, To further develop our 
continuous improvanent ability a WCustomer Relations session is taught 
mnthly to the dept workforce. The TQM efforts and those of the depot's 
Quality Circles have been integrated to ensure a carPnon direction. 

u. In cooperation with East Stroudsburg [hiversl ty , VIASAR (Voice 
Interface for Automated Storage and Retrieval) has reduced material handling, 
keypunch errors contributing to increased productivity. VIASAR removes the 
need for stationery process stations allowing workers to move freely to the 
workload, induct data and correct errors imoediately. Data is inducted via 
voice input and errors are isolated and reported via voice output eliminating 
labor intensive tasks by oprators. 

v. Printed Circuit Board Manufacturing - Tobyhanna Army Cepot has the 
capability to fabricate single and double-sided ?rinted Circuit Boards (PCSs) . 
Features of this operation include: a central reproduction area with inaging 
systens, state-of-the-art K3 fabrication equipnent, canpnent assenbly 
workstations, and MIL-P-55110 test and ins~tion stations. Equigment 
necessary for mnufacture of multi-layer printed circuit boards is presently 
being acquired. The design of PCBs is done with a Ccmputer Vision Computer 
Aided Fhgineering System, allowing the efficient production of a Level 111 
Drawing Package and any required Technical Manuals. Testing of the ccmplsted 
PCBs is accmplished with utilization of ~utomatic %st Equiment (ATE) , 



w. Tobyhanna Army Depot has supported Federal, State and local law 
enforcement agencies in their drug interdiction efforts for nearly 5 years, 
and has special accounts established to provide technical expertise, field 
support, maintenance and storage of ground sensor surveillance systens m e d  
by the I1.S. Custans Service and t1.S. Marine Corps and loaned to the Office 
of National Drug Control Pcjlicy (ONDCP). Tobyhanna is also a major 
contributor to the joint Federal, State and local law enforcment program 
known as Operation Alliance, hose eradication of illegal drug trafficking in 
the tlnited States. Tobyhanna stores, maintains, overhauls, and installs a 
large variety of highly complex sensor systens capable of detecting metallic, 
acoustic and seismic intrusions across t1.S. borders, Training of appropriate 
law enforcement officials in the proper operation of this equipnent is also 
the prime responsibility of TOAD personnel. Since 1986, Tobyhanna has also 
overhauled and repaired a large volume of sensor equipnent in support of the 
President's War.on Drugs, and has assisted -numerous Field Narcotics Officers 
in the placenent of ground sensor equipent.along the borders of the thited 
States, 

x. The depot's 24-hour customer assistance recorder or "Hotline" 
established in 1982 provides prmpt and accurate information or assistance to 
Armed Forces personnel, both Active Duty and &serve and their civilian 
counterparts, This service can be accessed via the Army-wide Defense Switched 
Network (DSN) or camerci-ally and provides an integral link between the d e p t  
and the soldier in  the f ie ld .  I t  is widely recognized as a quick and reliable 
source of help. 

y .  Interservicing would be significantly increased for the Air Force if 
this option were approved. ...zs. 

i.m 
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i\fLYY PACKAG: CONSOLIDATE SAAD AW SM-ALC GRO[lEJ3 C-E AT TOAD. 

ELEMENTS OF COST: 

1. RELCCATION OF PROD[KTION EQ[ JI PMENT. THE PUNT EQt IIPMENT CURRENTLY LOCATED 
AT SAAD W A S  LISTED AND IDENTIFIED TO XlAD FOR .WE!d. IfJ A .%THODICAL 
APPR0.4CHf TOAD FIRST ANALYZED TYE CURRENT SAAD WORICLOAD AND DETERVINED WHICH 
PIECES OF EQ[tIP.PlENT I2ACl-i PROGRAM REQ[JIXCS. NEXT, EXCESS TOAD XAfHINE CRPACITY 
WAS FILLED WITH SAAD WORKLOAD WITH W E  RE?-IAINING WORKLOAD BEING aIANTIFIE3 
AGiINST THE LISTING OF SAAD EQ[JIPMENT, FISALLY, DESCOM ENGINEERING CALCULATE3 
THE COSTS OF DISASSEMELYING, PACKAGING, TRANSFQRTING, [MPACKAGING, 
REASSEPBLYING, AND EUIBR4TINC THE EQ[IIP?IENT SELECTED FOR TRANSFER FROM SA-43 
TO MAD, TRAVSPORTATION RATES AND EQ[lIPMENT HANDLING COSTS tJERE OBTAIND 
FROM THE MILITAiZY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT aXMANI3 AND ENGINEERING SOtRCE 
REFERENCES, THE COSTS TO RELOCATE THE NIGiT VISION - ELECTRO OPTICS 
EQtJIPMENT, CURRENTLY LOCATED AT SAAD, TO MAD lJERE CALCIILATED IN T!iE SAIE 
MANNEil. 

RELOCATS SELECTED DJtIIPMEXI' FROM SIWD TO m A 3 ,  $ 2,569,800 iqatL;> i3E NEEDED 
FOR T ~ / P A C K / I J N P A C K / S F ~ ~ ~ J P / C ~ L I B R A T E  AND $ 39,000 WOULD BE .REQ~JI~ZED TQ 
COVER ACTUAL SHIPPING CHARGES. FOR THE MOVE FROM SAAD d!!qD, 
T~/PACK/~MPACK/SET[IP/CALIBRATE WOIlLD SM TO S 1,267,QQQ WIT9 SHIPPING 
C(XIING 3 3  S 14,000, MTAL COST TO REDISTRIE3IlTE THE SAiSD GRO[JND CCM?I[MICATIONS' ' 

AND ELECTRONICS EQtJIPKENT WOIKD BE $ 3,889,00CJ, I 

- .'S 
I N  RESPECT TO THE 94-ALC: EQtIIPMENT, THE AIR FORCE VALUE9 THE Q[JI?MEXT ELATED 
TO GROCtND COMMUNICATIONS AND EL,ECTRONICS AT $ 58.3 MILLION. [JSINZ THE RATE 
DEVELOPED BY ARMY ENGINEERING FOR T-iE SAAD EQrIIPMEXT TRANSFER, THE C3ST TO 
TEARDatJN/PACK/tMPACK/SFTIJP/CALIBRATE TliE Sf -AX EQ[JIPMENT WO[JL3 BE S 4.0 9 
MILLION. LIWQISE,  AN APPLICATION RATE :vGS DEV=3PED 9Y C3MPARING THE COST TO 
RELKATE THE TOAD FORTION OF THE SAAD Q[tIPMENT TC) YiE VAL[JE: OF TYE EQIIIPMIXT 
DESIGNATED BY THE AIR FORCE AS RELATEID 70 GROtJND COMM[NICATIONS AND 
ELECTRONICS RESIILTING IN AN ESTIlYATED SHIPPING COST OF S 59, 000. THEREFORE THE 
COST M RELOCATE THE 9-ALC EQttIPMENT M TOAD WaJLD BE $ 4.149 MILLION. 

2.  PERSONNEL REDISTRIB[JTION. THE COST TO REOISTRIBIli'E S W  PERSONNEL 
IZXL[JDES THE ASSOCIATED EXPENSE OF [tN2lPLOYMENT COMPENSATION r SE~ERANCE P.4Yt 
PERYANCNT CHANGE OF STATION (Pa) POR CIVILIANS, AND PCS FOR IIILITARY. 
[INEMPLOYMENT COElPENSATION AND SEVERA!VCE PAY WERE CALCIlLATED FOR 434 SAAD 
MPLOYEES, AVERAGE AGE 45 YEARS wrm 14 YEARS SERVICE AND AN AVERAGE SAURY 
OF 33,00G, BEING SEPARATED. THESE EMPLOYEES WERE J t l E E D  TO BE HIGHLY 
SKILLED AIJD LOCATED IN A CCNPATIABLE, RAPIDLY EXPANDING, LABOR MARKET. 
THEREFORE, SEPARATED EMPLOYEES WEE ASSIRED 'Kl BE WITHOIIT .4 TILL T I i C  JOB FOR 

PERIOD OF 12 WEEKS. THE 958 SH-AIC IORKERS SEING DISPLACED ;ERE 4SStJMED 
TO BE I N  THE SAXE LABOR MARKET CONDITIONS Am M BE COMPARIaLE TO THE S A U  
WORKFORCE I N  TERMS OF AGE, SERVICE, AND AGGREGATE SALARY, 

i 



n> COS?' THE DISPLACED WORKERS AT SiYI-ALC, THE-SAVE cALC~~IXTED COSTS PER 
EMPLOYEE 'N'EXE APPLIED [JSISG 'ME SIY-.4LC ASSII?I~ION TMT 80% OF THE ASSOCIATED 
WORKERS :JO(JLD BE SEPARATD WITH THE RDIAINING 2 0 H E I N G  TRANSFERRED. FOR 
t ~ P L O w i E N T  cQ"PE?JSATION, 575 DIRECT 383 IN!IIRECT EMPtOYEES RELATED ?O 
THE GRO!IND CCf4MtINICATIONS AN3 ELECTRONICS 'WORKLOAD WERE COSTED TO A TOTAL OF 
$ 2,183 HILLION. THE SAME N[lMBER OF WORKERS WERE COSTED FOR SEVERANCE PAY 
PROJECZ'D ?r3 TOTAL S 10.931 MILLION. TO FCS '=HE RM4INItJG 28%, 144 DI9ECE At! 
9 6  INDIRECT DISPLACED EMPLOYEES WERE COSTED AT- $ 30,000 EACif FOR S 7.2 
MILLION. NO HILITARY PCS REQ~JIRE?IENTS WERE INDENTIFIED aY SM-ALC. 

I 

i 
I .  

3, CAPABILITY/DEVELOPXNT. TO CLOSE SAAD, 3 3 4.5 MILLION REN3VATION OF 4 
r%lAR!ZOtJSE WOULD BE REQ[JIRED F3R TXE NIGHT VISION - ELECTRO OPTICS -2EPAIB 
E'ACILITY AT ANNISTON ASMY DEPOT. TO ENStm XRYY READINESS OtJRIYG WE TRVJSCE3 
9E :JOi?KLOAD FRaM SAAD TO TOAD, CERTAIN REPARABUS COfJL3 W I J I R E  SiORT 'i'ER.1 
CONT~AL"MT~~ SIPFORT. THE ADDITIONAL COST 3F PLACING 49,328 DIRECT LABOR W!RS 
OF YIGHT VISION - ELECTRO OPTICS W O R K L W  Oh' LWTION~L MAI.VTENALVCE CJ1JTA9ACT FOR 
SIX Molmrs IS APPROXIMATELY $ 1, 5 MILLION. ARMY IS Q J R ~ Y  STIIDYING .m 

GROCIND CCmMtNICATIONS Ah3 ELECTRONICS E'RCN SAAD tO[U RESfJLT I N  SEVERAL 
REIATED DEPOT FACILITIES aEING CLOSED AT A COST OF $ 56,448. 

. 

THE TwSFER OF THE SM-ALC WRCOAD TOAD NEXJLD N(YT 2ENERATE CONSTRZBTION 
OR MAJOR RENOVATIClNS REQtJIREMENTS . ?JO TRANS ITION COSTS WERE PROJECTED. 
THE A12 EQFORCE MAIWAINS THAT W S F E R R I N G  T!E GROtIN3 CCrZM~~I2XTIONS AN0 
ELM=TEEONICS ' ~ R K L O A D  TO TOAD WO~JLD NOT -KT IN THE a o s t J m  OF SM-xc 
FACILITIES AND THEREFORE SlEH COSTS l4ERE AVOIDE!3. 

4. TRANSPORTATION CHANGE. 5JHILE 'i'HE .WlY PRESENTLY MAIYTAINS .%N EAST COAST 
AhD 4 CJES'i' COAST OCCIMtNICATIONS-ELECTBONICS REPAIR FACILITY :-JORKLO-%I IS :!OT 
ASSIGND aASED ON CEOGR4PHY. ESSENTIALLY, CUSTOMER LCCATION AND UE.\PON SYSTC! 
DENSITY !LIVE HA3 NO INFLIIEKE ON THE .4RMY1S ASSICMENT OF T4E GRO[NO 
CWCRlICATIOYS AND ELECTRONICS WORKLOIW M EITHSi S A D  OR TOAD. BASED ON TYZ 

I i TRANSP!lRTATION COST 4I0DEL [IS IYG NILITARY TRAE'E'IC MANAGEXEN? CC2WLVD DkTA XU3 
THE ACITlAL F.IORmlIDE SYSTEM LOCqTIONS AND DENSITIES, THE 3ELCCXTIO1J OF TXE 
SAA3 WgRKLOAD XI THE EAST COAST, I. E. , TOAD, :JOtJLD SAVE S 3,842,04 2 PE.7 E . 4 3  
IN T2XYSPORTATION CHARGES. THE S W E  UVOIDAKE OF TRANSPL)RTATION COSTS \.&AS 
ESTIMATED FOR W E  A I R  FORCE I N  T i E  TFVkVSFER 3F THE GRO[INi) C@PI[NICATIONS V13 
ELECTZONICS liOR.YLW M FRW SM-AX M mA3. 

\ 

! 
mR SAAD WOR.YEi?S, [JNMPLOY?IENT C@lPENSATIOCl PAYMENTS WERE CALCtILATED AT 
$ 190.00 PER WEEK FOR 12 WEEKS FOR 434 SEP4aYED EMPLOYEES FOR A COST OF 
S 989,528. LIKEWISE, SEVERANCE PAY FOR SAAa WRKERS WAS 9ETEiWINED FOR 
12 'IJEZKS M E(;(JAL S 1 1 , 4 1 1  PER PERSON 3.3Si3 9?I .\VERA= AGE, SEXVICE TIXE, .I:O 1 @ CIJREENT PAY FOR A 'KYTAL COST OF S 4,952,374. THOSE DIPLOYEES ELIGIBLE -2 = 3[E ?Y) A TRANSFER OF MISSION'OR ?RIORITY PWCMENT RIGHTS 'iOT.4L 364 
CIVILIANS EQUATING m s 9.7 MILLION. NILITARY RELOCATIONS ASSOCIATD wrm 

i i :WIXENAYCE .WE 9 FOR A TOTAL COST OF s 1.as,o00; HCCIJEVER, THIS EXPEPISE CO~JL? 

I 
i 

BE REiXKED I F  NORMAL ROTATIONS XRE SrHED[JLEII TC) aI."JCIDE !JITH THE PLANND 
DEPOT CLOSURE. 



5. INVENTORY. COMM[MICATIONS - ELECT!?ONICS StJPPLIES, PRESENTLY STORED AT 
SAA3 AN3 HAVING AN ACTIVE DEMAND STATIJS, tiO(JL3 tfAVE TO BE REtOCXTED ?O TOAD. 
CX.WGES lERE CALCIJLATD [IS ING m'GINEEXI\! E S T I a W T E  C3NS ISTENT WITH 'PIE 
MILITARY ZVU'FIC MANAGEYENT ~YPIhND COST5 FOR TIWNSPORT.\TIOtJ. ACI"TVE STCCKS 
ASSOCIATED 31 TH GROUND CCXMUNICATIONS %W ZLECT2ONICS WOIILD COST s 577 , 158 TO 
RELCCATE TO TOAD. YO SM-AtC STQ2KS PAVE 3EEN I 3 E N T I F I D  FOR - m E - W  X T H  
TdE T%!SFER OF W E  M4I!Tl'ENANCE WORKLOXI. SHOP S T C C i i  INSERVICEABLE 
ASSETS AT S A .  AND Sl-ALC -W EXPECTED T3 BE YI.'JI?IIZED, ELIMINATED , OR 
EXCESS= PRIOR TO "LTANSFER. UNSERVICEABLE mIRNS [TILL BE REDIilECTED ?r> TOAD 
PMEN APPROPRIATE IY THE TRANSITION TO MINIYIZE AND AVOID COST. 

5 .  NEJi PERSONNEL. COSTS 1.XORPORATED I N  T-IIS ELEMENT X O M P A S S  REcRtJI??IENT 
L V E V S E S  'TO BE I X I l R R E 3  AT THE G4INISG DEPOTS A'JD THE PRODIlCTMTY CAG FRCXU. 
THE APPLICATION OF THE LE-9RhJIXG CURVE 'IU TEiE LVEWLY HIRED EMPLOYEES AT THE 
G.I:JING IYSTALLATIONS. THE TRAiiSFER 3F THE *SAAD GROUND C W I N I C A T I O N S  AN3 
ELECTRONICS VORKLOA;) WOtlt3 R E Q I J I E  T!4E HIRING OF 463 EMPLOYrX AT TOAD, AT A 
COST 3F $ 116.97 EAm, -UJD 278 EMPLOYEES .4T ~~, AT A PROCESSING COST OF 
$ 415 .00  EACH, !33R A XYTX EXPENSE OF $ 169,527. THE ?RODIJCTMTY LAG 
ASSOCIATED WITH THESE EMPLOYEES GOtlL3 COST $ 831,188 FOR A 25% ~ C T O R  OF X-iE 
S 17.05 DIRECT LABOR WAG T I X S  THE 195,090 DIRECT LABOR HOIIRS OF GRO!JND 
CaIMUNICATIONS .4ND ELECTRONICS KOR.!!O.4!2 DES I m T E D  FOR TRANSFER. 

TO TRAgSFER THE Sf-ALC WOREOAD, TOA3 HAVE TO HIXE AN ADDITIONAL 676 
DIRPm AND 70 INDIRECT WORKERS AT $ 116.97 ZACH EDR A T3TU COST DF 
$ 87,259.62. THE RELATED PRW[JCTIVITY LAG FOR W E  1 , 1 9 4 f 0 0 0  Sf-ALC DIRECT 
WOR XOIIRS MILTIPLD BY 25% OF THE ma DIRECT LABOR ma OOST IS ' 

$ 5,098,380. . 

7. CHANGE I W  PR9DIICTION COST. OVE,%EAD, 3 I F F E E l J T I A L S  , AND SALARY SAVIXGS 
CCMPRISE THE REDXTION IY PRODtlCTION COSTS. W E  .?lOWENT CIF THE SAA3 WOZCOAJ 
TO 5DAD RW ANAD RESIILTS IN THE ELLYI-VATION OF SMARIZS TOTALING $ 25.2 
MILLI3N l 3 B  C M L I A N S  AND S 281,003 FOR MILITAqY. .ADDITIONALLY, THE ME 
GRADE LABOR RATE Am W E  GENERAL COST OE' DOING BtlSINESS IS W . E R  AT Tom AND 
A= THAN AT SAAD. THESE UXJER COST Q[JX"l' TO $ 10.2 2 I I U I O N  I N  AODZil SAL'INGS 
BY XLOCATING THE WORKLOIW FRCM THE 'h7EST COAST. TOT-U, COST 3F PERFORHIYG W E  
GROIIND CCXIMtlNICATIONS AND. ELECTRONICS iJORLOAD WAS CQYPARD BET- S-4;U) .4W 
THE TOA;3/ANAD ALTERlATIVE. AG"REGU"I' SAVINGS W7S ACCOtTNTEl 'It3 THE MMBE3 OF 
EL1;qIYATED POSITIONS, THE LOWER COST OF LABOR iWD O V E R H W  AT TOAD/ASW, 
T.E AWIDA,!CE OF W E  SASE OPERATIONS EXPENSE OF S A U .  HOtlRLY RATE 
CCMPARISIONS WERE P E m R M E D  Ai*IO?JG THE 3EFOTS TO EXHI3IT THE BZEAK-O[JT OF EX!! 
CATEGORY OF EXPENSE. 

FOR Z i E  TRANSFER OF THE S1CI-ALC LaRKLOA3 'ZQ M A D ,  719 DIRECT AND 479 It4DI9ECT 
SPACES WERE ELIMIN4TED AT 9 - A L C  AND REPLACED BY 676 DIRECT h i  73 I-VDIREZI' 
SP.4CES AT 'IY3A3. THE DIPFEREYCF: OF 4 5 2  SPACES REPRESENTS A N ~ K I ~ L  SAVXhGS 
IN SALARIES AND BENEFITS OF s la .  08 XILLIoN. To COST THE DIFFERENTL4L A!! 
OVERHEAD SAVINGS, THE THE SH-RCX: (DlPOSI'iE LABOR RATE OF $ 67.36 PER D I Z C T  
U S O R  HOUR \\IS CoMPARED TO 'Z3;3'S CDlFQSITE Z4TE OF $ 42.06.. THE D I F F E F ~ C E  
OF S 25 . 30 PER DIRECT yiBOR YOllR 5 h C .  MILTIPLED BY THE 1 , 1 9 4 ,  QB0. D I R m  W O R  
HOIIRS OF SM-?LLC WORKLOAD FOR A T0T.U SAVINGS OF S 38.208 MILLION. THE S-iL'I!:GS 
-4SSCCIATED WITH THE 70 IYDIXECT MPLOEZS XOLJL3 .V.K)[JNT TO .w . ~ D D I T I O . ~ L  
S 7236,030. 



3. COST SAVIXGS ON X I E O N .  THE MICRWAVE F A C I L I T Y  PLANNED FOR SAU IY FY 89 
!-iAS BEEN DELAYED PENDIXG THE O(J'KCCIE O F  THE BASE CLOSURE STUDY C)F THE DEPOT. 
T H I S  F A C I L I T Y  WO[JLD ?IOT BE REQIJIRED IF GROtJN'D COMPItJNICATIONS AND ELECTEIONICS 
WO[JLD BE TRANSFERRED TO TOAD. NO SAVTXGS ARE EXPECTED FRCH SM--4LC SINCE NO 
NEJJ a[lILDI?IGS llRE PLANNED TO S J P P O R T  THE WORKLOAD DESIGNqTED FOR TSAiiSFCZ. 

9 .  BASE OPERATIONS SJPPORT. THE CLOStJRE OF SAAD WO[JLD ELIlYINATS THE NEEG FOR 
.4 $ 4.4 MILLION WRTION O F  THE PAN Af1 WRL3 SERVICES CONTIIACT. NO !ED[JCTIC)NS 
I N  BASE OPERATIONS AT SM-ALC ARE EXPECTED '33 RESULT FR@I THE TRANSFER. 





GROUND COMUHICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

O P l l O N  4 SH-ALC GCE UORKLOAD TO A L L  OTHER AF-ALC 'S  

APPENDIX (8) 

(HOURS IH IHUJSANDS) 

FUNDED 91615 CAPACITY FUNDED 91615 CAPACl lY  FUNDED 31615 C A P A C l l Y  FUNDED a1615 CAPACITY FUNDED 91615 C A P A C l l Y  
DEPOT UKLD CAP % U T I L  UKLD CAP % U T l L  UKLD CAP % U l l L  UKLD CAP % U T I L  UKLD CAP X U l l L  ................................................................................................................................................. 
SAAD 975 2,394. 40.73% 1,113 2,394 46.49% 914 2,394 38.18% 914 2,394 38.18% 914 2,394 38.18% 

IOAD 1,907 3,859 49.42% 2,122 3,859 54.99% 2,144 4,570 46.91% 2,144 4,570 46.91% 2,144 4,570 46.91% 

Stl. ALC 1,194 1,777 67.19% 1,265 1,777 71.19% 

USHC BAR 206 203 101.67% 170. 164 103.38X 169 166 101.57% 170 166 402.17% 181 172 105.07% 

USHC ALE 220 213 103.10% 247 238 103.85% 250 238 105.11% 251 240 104.67% 253 240 105.50% 

WAD -PN 9 14 64.5% 9 14 6 5 . n  9 14 6 5 . n  9 23 30.3% 9 14 6 5 . n  

WAD- JA 1 5 20.4% . 1  5 20.4% 1 5 . 20.4% 1 5 20.4% 1 5 20.4% 

WAD - NOR 4 19 20.2% 4 19 21.5% 4 19 21.5% 4 19 21.5% 4 19 21.5% 

NESEC SD , 16 25 62.9% 18 25 7 0 . n  19 25 7 4 . n  21 25 82.5% 23 25 90.4% 

WESEC POR 2 4 51.1% 2 4 51.1% 2 4 51.1% 2 4 51.1% 2 4 51.1% 





GROUND COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS STUDY . 
f '.. 

O P T I O N  IV :  SX-ALC GCE WORKLOAD TO OTHER ALCs 

a. Performance, q u a l i t y ,  and . cos t  t o  r e p a i r  l i k e  items a r +  
roughly equivalent  a t  a l l  AFLC depots.  

b. Maximum capaci ty  is defined i n  terms of d i r e c t  manhours 
(1615/person/year X . 9 5 )  t h z t  a r e  ca l cu l a t ed  based on the  maxisum 
number of d i r e c t  l abo r  personnel t h a t  can e f f e c t i v e l y  work i n  a 
s i n g l e  s h i f t  within t h e  assoc ia ted  shop category.  

C. W i t h  A i r  Force u n i t s  deployed world-wide, there. is no 
c o s t  advantage t o  East  coas t  o r  W e s t  c o a s t  depot locat ions .  

d. Transfer  of SM-ALCis GCE workload t o  another  loca t ion  
would not r e s u l t  i n  nor n e c e s s i t a t e  c lo su re  of  SM-ALC o r  McClel- 
l a n  AFB. 

e. Relocation of SM-ALCis GCE depot maintenance worklbad t o  
another  A i r  Logis t i cs  Center would n e c e s s i t a t e  t h e  re loca t ion  of 
the Inventory Control Point  (ICP) funct ions  a l so .  

\ 
J 2. COST/SAVINGS: (SEE ATTACHED TABLE) 

There is no c o s t  advantage t o  moving SM-ALC's GCE workload 
t o  another  ALC. Over a f i v e  year  period,  t h e  n e t  l o s s  t o  t he  . 
government would be $52.1 M. 

3. WORI(LOAD CAPACITY PIPACT: 

Transfe r r ing  SH-ALC workload t o  another ALC would have an 
adverse impact on Do0 capac i ty  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Although a por t ion 
of t h e  SH-ALC GCE f a c i l i t i e s  could be closed ( l a id  away), t h e  
balance of the SM-ALC faci l i t ies  would-need t o  remain open t o  
p e r f o m  Space, ~ v i o n i c s ,  Ear ly  Warning and other e l ec t ron ic  
workloads, and would do s o  a t  a reduced capac i ty  u t i l i z a t i o n .  
The n e t  r e s u l t  would be a decrease i n  u t i l i z a t i o n  from 69 percent  
t o  4 5  percent  (see Table X ( 2 ) ) .  (Hinus 1.194M d i r e c t  l abor  hours 
of workload and minus .833M d i r e c t  l abo r  hours of l a i d  away 
capac i ty ) .  

4. MOBILITY/SURGE/CORE/READINESS IMPACTS: 

a. SN-ALC9s GCE workload has always been used a s  a s i g n i f i -  
c a n t  con t r ibu tor  t o  t h e  c e n t e r ' s  " C r i t i c a l  Mass'' ( t h a t  
amount/type of peacet ine workload needed t o  s u s t a i n  a workforce 
capable of meeting wartime requirements).  S ince  most GCE is low 
surge,  it is used t o  o f f s e t  t h e  c e n t e r ' s  high surge-workloads f o r  
wartime planning. LOSS of t h e  GCE would l ead  t o  a p le thora  of 
high surge workload a t  SM-ALC and thus  a surge  imbalance. 



b. SM-ALC is the primary Do0 Inventory Control Point (IC?) 
and depot for space programs. This is due to the similarity of 
skill and facility requirements for Ground communication-Elec- 
tronics (GCE) workload, which- is included in this study, and 
space component workload, which is excluded from this study. SM- 
ALC relies heavily on the crossing and sharing of skills between 
these two workload sets. These can be characterized into two 
broad categories: Large Radars and Electronic ~ssemblies. 

(1) Larcre Radars:. SM-ALC is the ICP and depot for 
most large radars in the Do0 inventory. .Examples include the 
FPS-117, which is a space system, and the TPN-19 and GPN-22 
radars, which are GCE. These systems have many similar compo- 
nents that are repaired by the same Electronic Mechanics .using 
the same facilities and common support equipment. The Electronic 
Engineers and -Electronic Technicians may also be the same for 
certain components. These components'include such things as wave 
guides, receivers, transmitters, and phase shifters. Transfer- 
ring the GCE from SM-ALC would erode the skills base used for 
the space systems and would only free-up a minimum of facilities 
or equipment. These core skills, facilities and equipment must 
be maintained at SH-ALC for accomplishment of the Space and Early 
Warning workloads. 

(2) Electronic Assemblies: SM-ALC has the most so- 
phisticated facilities for repair and manufacture of electronic 
assemblies in DoD, and in some cases, in the world. Capabilities 
include printed circuit board manufacture, WSIc insertion, fiber 
optic insertion and repair, nuclear hardness testing and certifi- 
cation, and reverse engineering. These capabilities, as well as 
the Electronic Mechanics, Engineers and Technicians who repair 
them, are shared among all of the electronic workloads at SM-ALC, 
including avionics, space and GCE systems. For example, SM-ALC 
has a unique capability in the neutron radiography facility that 
is used to provide an image of the interior structure of printed 
circuit cards for reverse engineering and manufacture. This 
facility is also used to test and certify the nuclear hardness of 
specific components. Removal of the GCE worMoad from SM-ALC 
would cause erosion of the skills base used for these and other 
critical technologies. In addition, certain facilities such as 
the Neutron Radiography facility, do not exist anywhere else in 
DoD or the world. 

c. Many' of +&e GCE systems are software intensive. In 
order to properly support these systems, ICP responsibilities 
(primarily sustaining engineering), hardware maintenance, and 
software support must all be collocated. SM-ALC has extensive 
software support facilities that meet the collocation requirement 
and are shared with other electronic programs,under the Extendi- 
ble Integration Support Environment (EISE) concept. 

d. SM-ALC's ability to respond to mobilization requirements 
is augmented by immediate access to all forms of transportation. 
Air transport is readily available, from both McClellan AFB and 
Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. SM-ALC has a rail hub, and is 
at the conjunction of 4 major interstate highways.. The city of 
Sacramento has a deep water Port and McClellan AFB has a dock 
with crane at the deep water channel leading to the pacific Ocean 



f o r  sea shipments. Depot support response time would be adverse- 
l y  impacted by not having these t ranspor ta t ion  resources readi ly  
avai lable ,  as would be the  case i n  a workload t r ans fe r .  

5. POTENTIAL FACILITY LAYAWAYS: Draft layaway analysis  r e s u l t s  
i n  a computed $ 569 ,967  f i r s t  year cos t  (see Table X ( 2 ) ) .  

6 .  PROS AND CONs: 

a .  PRO: 

Increased capacity u t i l i z a t i o n  a t  other  ALCs. 

b. CONs 

(I) Transferring SM-ALC's GCE workload t o  another ALC 
would be very cos t ly .  It would take more than 15 years f o r  the 
1 6  percent i n d i r e c t  eff ic iency d i f fe rence  t o  amortize the  i n i t i a l  
cos t  of t h i s  option. 

( 2 )  Removing GCE (approximat;ly l.2M manhours of 
d i r e c t  labor)  from SM-ALC would increase the overhead r a t e  f o r  
remaining workloads. 

. . 

(3) Removal of t h i s  workload from SM-ALC would degrade 
the  s k i l l  base needed'to supporf Space and o ther  e l ec t ron ic  
workloads a t  SM-ALC. 

- ( 4 )  There w i l l  be some dupl icat ion of f a c i l i t i e s  and 
equipment between SM-ALC and other  ALCs. Many f a c i l i t i e s  must 
remain open t o  support space and o ther  e lec t ronics  workloads that 
SM-ALC would continue t o  r e p a i r  i n  t h e  event of a GCE t r ans fe r .  
Many pieces of equipment must be duplicated t o  support I C P  engi- 
neering, software and system in tegra t ion  functions. 

( 5 )  capacity utilization eff ic iency a t  SM-ALC would be 
reduced. L i t t l e  capacity would be eliminated (see Table X ( 2 ) ) .  

(6 )  SM-ALC'S surge capab i l i ty  would de te r io ra te  due to 
l o s s  of low surge peacetime workload. 

( 7 )  SM-ALC f a c i l i t i e s  are designed t o  support very 
large,  low volume system repair .  Many items a r e  i n  depot once 
every severa l  years. Host o ther  DoD f a c i l i t i e s  are designed f o r  
production l i n e  r e p a i r  of l a rge  numbers of smaller  i t e m s .  Tran- 
s i t i o n  would be very d i f f i c u l t  f o r  a gaining depot a c t i v i t y .  The 
Automated Storage and Retrieval  systems a t  SM-ALC a r e  designed 
f o r  OMEI-type ( l a rge  GCE systems) work. With t h e  f l o o r  space and 
physical weight-bearing capacity to support t h i s  e f f o r t ,  SM-ALC 
can s to re ,  t rack ,  t ranspor t ,  and manage . a l l  l eve l s  of GCE work- 
Load. Systems a t  o ther  depots designed f o r  smaller e lec t ronics  
workloads a r e  not applicable t o  physically l a rge  systems, with 
long lead composite times, and shor t  lead sub-system times. In- 
depot management of GCE systems during the OMEI (overhaul) phase 
is c r i t i c a l  t o  timely support. This f a c i l i t y  and experience base 
would be  l o s t  with t r ans fe r  of GCE from SM-ALC. 
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( a )  T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would have a s i g n i f i c a n t  negative 
user  mission impact. Extensive use of Interim Contract Support 
w i l l  be required t o  reduce t h e  impact of c los ing down SM-ALC GCZ 
support f o r  the  period required t o  h i r e  and t r a i n ,  and t o  get 
f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment i n  place t h a t  can handle the new work- 
load. 

(9) SM-ALC is one of t he  most sophis t i ca ted  l o g i s t i c s  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  DoD. SM-ALC has developed an extraordinary  capa- . 
b i l i t y  f o r  high-tech d iagnos t ics ,  r e p a i r  and manufacturing thac  
exceeds anything e l s e  i n  DoD and, i n  some cases ,  is unmatched 
anywhere i n  t he  world ( e i t h e r  publ ic  o r  p r iva t e  s e c t o r ) .  B y  
t r a n s f e r r i n g  SM-ALC's GCE workload t o  another ALC, use of t h e  
most modern e l ec t ron ic s  depot l e v e l  r e p a i r  f a c i l i t y  i n  DoD w i l l  
be l o s t  t o  t he  GCE world. 

(a) REVERSE ENGINEERIRG: The process of Reverse 
Engineering e n t a i l s  development of spec i f i ca t i ons ,  
f o m / f i t / f u n c t i o n ,  r e p a i r  procedures, etc., f o r  a  component by 
component ana lys i s  of +he ch ip  o r  c i r c u i t  card i t s e l f .  Reverse 
Engineering is f requent ly  required t o  develop r e p a i r  o r  manufac- 
t u r i n g  procedures f o r  VHSIC ch ips ,  c i r c u i t  cards and o t h e r  compo- 
nents  f o r  which t h e r e  is no r e p a i r  source o r  data.  Often these  
a r e  p a r t s  t h a t  have been abandoned by the  original manufacturer. 
There is also the problem of diminishing manufacturing sources 
for many components. SM-ALC1s capab i l i t y  i n  t h e  a r e a  of micro- 
e l e c t r o n i c s  and Very High Speed In tegra ted  c i r c u i t s  (VHSIC) is 
unsurpassed i n  DoD. The Advanced Elect ronics  Technology Center 
(AETC) a t  SM-ALc provides a unique and extensive  microelect ronic  
technology c a p a b i l i t y  wi th in  AFLC. There is a Class  100 c lean 
room and c a p a b i l i t y  t o  des ign,  develop, and manufacture micro- 
e l e c t r o n i c s  components. SM-ALC has an extensive c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  
Reverse Engineering i n  the a rea  of microelectronics.  SM-ALC has 
t h e  microscopes, CAD/CAM systems, and t e s t e r s  required t o  dupl i -  
c a t e  schematics and determine funct ion down t o  t h e  component 
l eve l .  Using the  Neutron Radiography equipment, SM-ALC has t he  
c a p a b i l i t y  t o  dupl ica te  mul t i - layer  c i r c u i t  boards. SM-ALC a l s o  
has t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  computer s imulat ion t o  t e s t  t h e  operat ion 
of components. SM-ALC a l s o  has a VHSIC tester t h a t  provides a 
unique t e s t  capab i l i t y  f o r  VHSIC chips.  N o  o t h e r  DoD agency has 
t h e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  SM-ALC has i n  the area  of microelect ronics  
reverse  engineering. SM-ALC provides t h i s  service to Army and 
Navy a c t i v i t i e s .  The p r a c t i c e  of reverse  engineering is not 
p reva len t  i n  industry.  There is no company t h a t  rou t ine ly  pro- 
v ides  t h i s  service .  It is u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  assume t h a t  these  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  could be replaced o r  re located t o  one of t h e  e x i s t -  
ing  DoD l o g i s t i c s  a c t i v i t i e s .  The Sacramento a r ea  has a  high 
propor t ion of h ighly  s k i l l e d  e l ec t ron ic s  and software profession- 
a l s .  These s k i l l s  a r e  being developed i n  the Sacramento area  a s  
well  as being imported from t h e  "Si l icon Valleyw of the San 
Francisco Bay area .  Many f irms a r e  already r e s i d e  i n  this area  
(INTEL Inc ,  Hewlett Packard, e t c . ) ,  thus  providing a breeding 
ground f o r  s k i l l s  not  found i n  t h e  r e q u i s i t e  numbers elsewhere. 
SM-ALC has  made exce l l en t  use of t h i s  resource. 



MICROELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

13,000 square feet 
Class 100 clean room 

S35,000,000.00 capital investment 
36 Electronics Applications Engineers 

1 

(b) MANUFACTURE: SM-ALC's printed wire 
board manufacture facility can manufacture, tesc, and repair all 
types of circuit board assemblies found in industry today. 
Testing is possible from bare board through finished assembly, 
using Xray and/or ATE, depending on requirement. 

PWBA MANUFACTURING AT' SM-ALC ( overview) 

15,000 square feet 
S9,797,000.00 'capital investment 

Quality Assurance/Mil Spec Compliance Lab 

PWBA TECHNOLOGIES SUPPORTED 

Surface Mount Technology Fine Pitch Technology 
Tape Automated Bonding Multi Chip Module 
Circuit On Board Plated Through Hole 

TYPES OF PWB'S MANUFACTtrXED AT SM-ALC 

single sided . double sided 
flex ceramic 
multilayer 

(ci NON-DESTEUCTIVE INSPECTION: The Neutron 
Radiography Non-Destructive Inspection (NDI) facility at McClel- 

i 
lan is the largest robotic NDI facility in the worldzmilitary or 
commercial. This facility can handle an entire aircraft and 
inspect the structure for cracks, corrosion andather defects. 
This facility also provides SM-ALC with the unique ability to 
test and certify the radiation hardness of items requiring this 
critical capability. A small nuclear reactor is the core of the 
NDI capability. This capability cannot be moved due to the 
possibility of contamination from the reactor. .The NDI facility 

! is a concrete and steel structure with insulated roof, concrete 
floors, X-ray and N-ray shielding, heating and ventilating sys- i tems, lighting, fire protection, restrooms, and offices. The N- 
ray and X-ray bays must have floors capable of supporting medium 
load, tricycle gear fighter aircraft. Theax-ray cell has 12 inch 

I concrete shielding in the ceiling. There are four radiation 
source pits (four feet by six feet by three feet deep)-one in 

) each corner of the N-ray bay. There are two powered and shielded 
doors in N-ray. One is 25 feet by 89 feet and the other is 8 ' feet by 20 feet powered and shielded. There are also two main 
doors in X-ray, one 25 feet by 78 feet and the other 8 feet by 10 



f e e t .  These doors a r e  a l so  powered and shielded with 1 / 4  inch 
th i ck  lead.  There a re  o ther  smal le r  doors t h a t  a r e  a l s o  powered 
and shie lded.  The Sta t ionary  Neutron Radiography System ( S N R s )  
c o n s i s t s  of a containment s t r u c t u r e  constructed of re inforced 
concrete around a reac tor  and exposure areas ,  with concrete block 
and pre fabr ica ted  metal upper s t r u c t u r e .  The area includes water 
f i l l e d  r eac to r  tank, four radiography bays and cont ro l  cen te rs ;  
prepara t ion a reas ,  and d i r e c t  suppor t  equipment. The h e a r t  of 
t h e  f a c i l i t y  is a f u l l y  equipped, 250-Kilowatt Training Research 
Isotope General Atomic (TRIGA) nuc l ea r  r eac to r  including p a r t s  
handling, neutron beam, imaging, sh ie ld ing ,  and s a f e t y  systems. 
The c o s t s  associa ted with these  f a c i l i t i e s  are:  

N D I  Fac i l i t y :  

c o s t  t o  Build: $6.4 M p lus  $7.6 N f o r  I n i t i a l  O u t f i t t i n g  
Equipment (IOE) ' 

Cost t o  Move: Not f e a s i b l e  
c o s t  t o  Rebuild: $8.2 M p l u s  I O E  

SNRS : 

Cost t o  Build: $19.0 M 
.. 

Cost t o  Hove: Not f ea s ib l e  due to potent ia l  tor  nuclear  
contamination 

Cost t o  ~ e b u i l d :  $18.0 M - 
c o s t  of TRIGA Reactor and Anc i l l a ry  Equipment: $10.6 M 

1 
/ 

(d) SHELTERS: Much of GCE is t a c t i c a l  i n  m i s -  
s ion ,  and accordingly she l te r ized .  SM-ALC has a 203,000 square .- - .. 
foo t  f a c i l i t y  s o l e l y  dedicated t o  Van & S h e l t e r  manufacture and ;d 
r epa i r .  This  f a c i l i t y  operates i n  compliance with S t a t e  and 
l o c a l  EPA guide l ines ,  t h e  most s t r i n g e n t  i n  t h e  country. SH- 
ALCts hazardous mater ia l  abatement program has achieved a 57% 
reduction i n  hazardous mater ia l ,  surpass ing t h e  DoD goal  of 501 
by 1992. P l a s t i c  media b l a s t i ng  ( a s  opposed t o  chemical wash), 
Cadmium recovery, and high pressure  w a t e r  b l a s t i ng  a r e  a l l  proc- 
esses  used i n  support  of GCE, i n  p l ace  at SM-ALC. 

- (e) ANTENNA SUPPORT: Antenna support a t  
SH-ALc involyes in-system t e s t i n g  c a p a b i l i t y  t o r  phased a r r ay  
antennas, such as FPS-117, Anechoic chamber t e s t i n g  on antennas 
such t h e  EQ-118, and antenna manufacture, f o r  antennas such a s  
t h e  s p i r a l  antenna used on the  ALQ-i33, p a r t  of Army's Quicklook 
program. As p a r t  of t h e  i n i t i a l  i npu t  on antenna design,  SM-ALC 
technic ians  and engineers have worked with Westinghouse on the  
antenna development f o r  the  TPS-75, an u l t r a  low s idelobe antenna 
concept. 

( f )  DEVELOPMENT: GCE depot support 
requ i res  extensive  Test Program S e e  (TPS) . development, and SM-ALC 
has an extensive  GCE TPS development f a c i l i t y  capable of meeting , 
t h e  demands of supporting complex GCE equipment. Complete TPSts 
f o r  GCE systems, sub-systems, L R U 9 s ,  and SRU1s are  developed a t  
SM-RLC. TPS's developed by SM-ALC include a l l  documentation, 
software, and i n t e r f a c e  t e s t  adapters .  Using techniques such a s  
s igna ture ,  guided probe, o r  nodal a n a l y s i s  t h e  TPs w i l l  t ake  t he  
technic ian down t o  the  piece/part  l e v e l .  With TPs development 



* done in the same location as the repair, TPS support is readily 
available. With GCE systems being modified rather than replaced, 
TPss need to be updated, as required. At SM-ALC the TPS engi- 

@ neers work with the repair technicians to accomplish TPS moaifi- 
cations in a timely manner. This consolidated effort results in 
minimal lag time for support,'and a timely audit trail for docu- 
menting upgrades to the T.O. system. The success of the TPS 

I capabilities at SX-ALC have garnered customers world-wide: Saudi 
Arabia and Canada have contracted with SM-XC for TPS development 
on their State-of-the-Art GCE systems. 

I 

TPS DEVELOPMENT AT SM-ALC (overview) 

30,000 square fee.t of facilities . 

S45,000,000.00 capital investment 

41 separate ATE systems 

72% of personnel have EE degrees 

(g) ADVANCED COMPOSITES: The Advanced 
Composites Program Office (ACPO) was established at McClellan in 
1983. The role of this office is to establish a capability to 
apply advanced composites technology and then to export this 
technology to other DoD activities. Work done in advanced com- 
posites at McClellan is on the leading edge of this technology. 
The ACPO provides training to Air Force personnel in 6 major 
areas: Composite Materials, Basics of Structural Design, Proc- 
essing/Quality Control, Repair Techniques, Composite Tooling, and 
Injection Molding of Thermoplastics, The office fully supports 
Three-dimensional CAD/CAM/CIM, Drafting, Solids Modeling, Finite 
Element Analysis, Whiffle Design and Five-Axis Numerical Control 
Programming. The operational test facility is capable of sirnu- 
lating aerodynamic heating (up to SOOO F while applying stress. 
The Thermoplastic Injection Molding Facility can manufacture 
items with a 500 square inch, single plane surface area and a 
maximum weight of 20 pounds, clamped with up to 1500 tons of 
pressure. 

i (10) . The requirements for successful depot activation 
! cross the lines of engineering, planning, logistics and technolo- 
I gy. These skills are amassed through training, both formal and i 
i on-the-job, and experience. The depot activation team at SM-ALC 

is synergistic, and this would be lost when workloads are trans- 
ferred. Because of the many issues that'go into successful 
support a GCE system, SM-ALC has a support organization that 
specifically addresses the following issues of logistic support: 

(a) SATAF: As part of the Site Activation Task 
Force, team members from SM-ALC work towards a successful system 
turnover. Ey having technicians on site, future support problems 
are noted and planned for. 



(b) DMAWG: AS part of the Depot ~ctivation 
Working Group, planning is started for-adequate depot level 
support in a timely manner.  his way, need for contract mainte- 
nance support is minimized, helping the program office stay in 
budget. , 

(c) ILSWG: AS part of the Integrated Logistics 
Support Working Group, SM-ALC team members will evaluate data, 
such as Mean Time Between Failures (MTBF) and the initial Spares 
Support List (ISSL). By using their technical background, a 
comparison is made as to whether the MTBF relates to the ISSL for 
adequate pipeline spares, and customer support. It not, options 
such as Spares Acquisition Integrated with Production (SAIP) to 
be used Lor TPS development prior to PMRT are recommended. 

(d) LSMFT: As part of the ~ogistics Support 
Management Fusion Team, all aspects of support, from both the 
user and depot, are taken into consideration. By working with 
the customer in this way, a better support base is built. 

(e) CRWG: As part of the Computer Resources 
Working Group, the computer code is evaluated for mission sup- 
port, and life cycle supportability. As software is an integral 
pare of GCE, the CRWG'is a critical path in l og i s t i c s  support. 

(11) SH-ALC work closely with 5 local area colleges 
and Universities. Co-op programs tor electronics technicians 
have been established at all the community colleges, and Long 

,' 

Term, Full Time (LTFT) education programs are available to em- 
) 

.-J- 
ployees at the state colleges'and Universities. Consequently, 
all educational aspects of logistics support are covered, not 
just one peculiar part. As an example, the direct labor that 
organically supports the AN/FPS-117, has a minimum education 
level of a 2 year electronics technology degree (AA) from accred- 
ited community colleges. 
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GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

O P T I O N  I V  - TRANSFER SM-ALC GCE WORKLOAD TO ANOTHER ALC 

COST ANALYSIS - AIR FORCE INPUT 

1. RELOCATION OF PRODUCTION EQUIPMENT: The plant  equipment 
located at SM-ALC f o r  use w i t h  GCE depot level  maintenance was 
reviewed by SM-ALC engineers and equipment spec ia l i s t s .  Only 
pecul iar  support  equipment was iden t i f i ed  f o r  possible t r a n s f e r .  
That equipment t h a t  was exclusively used for  workload iden t i f i ed  
a s  a candidate f o r  t r ans fe r  was evaluated fo r  shipping require- 
ments, with the  following resu l t s :  

SHIPPING 
TOTAL: 

2 .  PERSONNEL REDISTRIBUTION: 

a. The c o s t  t o  r ed i s t r ibu te  SM-ALCfs GCE depot maintenance 
workforce includes the  expenses delineated below. Available 
employment in t h e  Sacramento area is predominantly service  o r i -  
ented. The v a s t  preponderance of indus t r i a l  jobs a r e  with DoD 
e i t h e r  a t  SM-ALC o r  SAAD. Electronics firms i n  the a rea 'o f fe r  
predominantly assembly jobs, f o r  which displaced SM-ALC blue 
c o l l a r  employees would be over qual i f ied.  Therefore, it would be . 
a t  l e a s t  24 weeks before most of t h e  displaced employees would 
f ind  s u i t a b l e  employment. It is a l s o  expected t h a t  only 5% of 
the displaced blue c o l l a r  employees would accept o f fe r s  t o  trzzs- 
f e r  t o  o the r  locations.  It has been our experience t h a t  blue 
c o l l a r  workers a r e  re luc tan t  t o  leave t h e  area. Most families 
a r e  dual-income, and would prefer  t o  operate fo r  6 months t o  a 
year on a s i n g l e  income awaiting s u i t a b l e  employment i n  t h e  area. 

b. It is expected that 25% of the white collar workers in 
the I C P  functions would t r ans fe r  to another ALC. White collar 
workers with the A i r  Force a r e  more mobile and more a p t  t o  accept 
employment elsewhere with the A i r  Force. There is also a greater 
number of local jobs for which t h e  displaced white c o l l a r  workers 
would qua l i fy  a t  s imi la r  pay. Therefore, a period of I 2  weeks 
unemployment is expected f o r  white c o l l a r .  

c. No mi l i t a ry  relocations a r e  expected from SM-?.LC. 

WAGE GiZADE: - 
TOTAL SM-ALC GCE EMPLOYEES: 
MJMBER OF TRANSFERS: 
NUMBER SEVERED: 
UNEMPLOYMENT PERIOD: 
AVERAGE AGE: 
AVERAGE YEARS SERVICE: 
AVERAGE SALARY: 

719 
36 ( . 0 5  * 719) 

. 683 
2 4  WEEKS 
4 4  
1 4  

$31,211 



UNMPMYMENT COMPENSATION: $ 3,114,708 (683 * 24 * $190 PER WEEK) * .- 

SEVERANCE PAY: 10,330,375(683 $15,125 PER PEXSOX) 
PCS COST: 1,150,400(36 * $32,000 PER PERSON) 

TOTAL COST: $14,595,483 

WHITE COLLAR : 

TOTAL SM-ALC GCE EMPLOYEES: 267 
NUMBER OF TRANSFERS : 67 (.25 * 267) 
NUMBER SEVERED : 200 
UNEMPLOYMENT PERIOD: 12 WEEKS 
AVERAGE AGE: 44 
AVERAGE YEARS SERVICE: 13 
AVERAGE SALARY: 

. - 
$30,964 

UNENPLOYNENT COMPENSATION: $ 456,000 (200 * 12 * $190 PER WEEX) 
SEVERANCE PAY: 2,477,200(200 * $12,386 PER PERSON) 
PCS COST: 2.144.000(67. * $32,000 PER PERSON) 

TOTAL COST: $ 5,077,200 

3 .  CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT: 

a. It is important t o  note t h a t  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  C-E commodi- 
ties are not suitable for other  Major End Item (OMEI) overhaul of 
t he  t a c t i c a l  and f i x e d - s i t e  systems t h a t  a r e  typica l  of SM-ALCVs . . 
GCE workload. Each GCE system has pecul iar  support requirements. 
As-an example, system tes t  equipment is spec i f i ca l ly  b u i l t  ?or 
the AN/TPS-43, and is not applicable t o  o ther  systems. Fac i l i -  f - d. t ies  f o r  t h i s  workload include a power pad and shop area designed 

) 
Lrl: * f o r  TPS-43 support that is not t ransportable  t o  another f a c i l i t y .  ,- These include hazardous material  handling and pecul iar  phase and 

frequency power requirements. 

b. Many of t h e  OMEI systems repaired and overhauled a t  SM- 
ALC require  a dupl icate ,  dedicated nhot mock-uptv system i n  depot 
t o  perform system l e v e l  t e s t i n g  and t o  allow t e s t i n g  of engineer- 
. ing and software block changes by t h e  ICP personnel. Having the  
I C P  and depot l e v e l  repair/overhaul functions collocated a t  SM- 
ALC has allowed the use of a s ingle  hot mock-up t o  perform both 
taskr .  Should t h e  workload t r ans fe r  t o  another AU1 with the  I C P  
function, these systems would have t o  be t ransfer red  f o r  the  
following systems: 



GROUND COPIMUNICXTION AND ELECTRONICS WORKLOAD REQUIZING 
DEPOT-DEDICATED SYSTEMS FOR ORGANIC SUPPORT: 

GPN-20 GRC-212 FMQ- 12 
TPN- 19 MRC-i07 '. TSQ-111 
MPS-11 MRC-iOB TSC-60 
FFN-62 bIEQ-T3 GRC-616 
MPN- I4 PIPS - 9 GRC-206 
TPS-43 MSQ-77 TPQ- 4 3 
TPS-75 MST-TI VPQ- 1 
FPS-6 PIODEL 40 GSQ-24 
FPS-20 UGC-129 UGC-140 
FPS-93 DISS ANTENNA DUAL FXEQUENCY SIGNALING b31T 
GAXD - 5 SCOPE SIGNAL 111 DEFENSE DATA NETWORK 

TPS-77 TACTICAL DIGITAL FACSIMILE 

c. COSTS: 

REPLACEMENT OF HOT MOCK-UPS: S 0 
SPECIALIZE13 FACILITIES/RENOVATION: 5,300,000 
SPECIXIZED'TEST EQUIPMENT NOT . . 

AVAILABLE FOR TRANSFER [SEE 
ITEM I): . 

TCTiU; : 

4. TRANSPORTATION CHANGE: Based on the world-wide deployment 
of Air Force GCE equipment, the volatility of global require- 
ments, and the relative equivalence of transportation access in 
the Sacramento and other centerlocations, no additional costs o r  
savings can be claimed for'location. 

5 .  INVENTORY: Electronics supplies used exclusively for SM- 
ALC's GCE depot level  repair and overhaul would be transferred to 
another ALC-Supplies that are common to other workloads at SM-ALC 
would be retained at SM-ALC and would have to be duplicated at 
another ALC. - .  . - . . -  - 

. - - .  - - .  
COST OF RELOCATION: S jb0;oo.o .- - - 
COST OF DWLICATION: 1,320,000 
TOTAL : 51,720,000 

6. NEW PERSONNEL : - 
a. Costs associated vith this element include recruitment 

expenses, training costs, I C S  during transfer and recruitment 
phase at the gaining location, and productivity loss resulting 
from new personnel. Extensive training. requirements are associ- 
ated with the type of workload being transferred (specifically 
the OMEI workload) that currently exists only at sM-UC. It is 
estimated that 50% of the new-hires at the new location would 
require training of this magnitude. An example of training is 
described below for the TPS-43 Radar: 



b. COSTS: 

GCE SKILLS REVIEW 
TPS-43 Radar Support 

. . 
RECRUITMENT: S 282,560 883 PEOPLE 2 9320 PEX PE4SON 
TRAINING (SALARIES) 4,658,060 683 * 50% * 800 HRS * S17.OSiiiX 
TRAINING (TRAINERS) 683,000 27,320 IHS HRS * S25.00/HX 
CS COST 32,000,000 SPM ESTIMATE .\ 

PRODUCTION LAG: 54,805,725 l,i38,000 HRS * - 2 5  * $17.05/HB 
-TOTAL : 542,429,345 - j 

Skills & training. 

Integrated Systems 
mechanics (KG-12) 

Electronics mechanics 
systems overhaul (WG-11) 
Electronics mechanic 
MISTR support (WG-08) 

TPS-43 direct labor 

Formal System training 

7. CHANGE IN PRODUCTION COST: - 
a. Air Force representatives on the DDMC Sub-Group for GCE 

were instructed by the chairman of the DDMC Sub-Group on cosc 
comparison not to use a composite labor rate to compute the ' 

Change in Production Cost. This was due to findings/direction 
provided by the DDMC sub-Group for Cost Comparison noting dissim- 
ilarities in the services' cost accounting practices and provia- 
ing formulas for competitive comparison. The reduction in over- 
head associated with SM-ALC for Option IV is based on the DDMC 
Sub-Group Rotary Wing Depot Study conclusion that, "Indirect cost 
savings from consolidation of rotary wing work are approximately 
16 percent (number of indirect personnel divided by number of 
direct.personne1 identified for separation as a result of consol- 
idation). The 16 percent is based on minimal data points. 
Sensitivity analysis varying this parameter from 11 percent to 25 
percent was conducted and recommended alternatives were relative- 
ly insensitive to the variations." 

PE's 

7 

15 

6 

28 

22 

b. WAGE GRADE: Based on 719 direct personnel and - 
16 percent indirect personnel, the following applies; 719 direct 
personnel multiplied by a .16 indirect personnel factor equals 
115 personnel. Indirect personnel (115) multiplied* by the aver- 
age annual salary (S 31,211) equals a $ 3,589,265 savings. ) - 

c. WHITE COLLAR: Based on 267 direct personnel and 16 
percent indirect personnel, the following applies; 267 direc: 
~ersonnel multiplied by a .16 indirect personnel facror equals 4 3  ' 

% of direct labor 

25% 

54% 

21% 

100% 

79% course length: 
800 hrs. 



I .  * personnel .  ~ n d i r e c t  personnel  ( 4 3 )  m u l t i p l i e d  by t h e  average 
s a l a r y  ( $  3 0 , 9 6 4 )  equals  a $ 1,331,452 sav ings .  

1 .  
8 .  COST SAVINGS 9 MILCON: None 

9 .  BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT ,(ROS): Zero sav ings .  Any reduct ion  
i n  GCE dir tzct  l a b o r  a t  SM-ALC would have an a d d i t i v e  e f f e c t  on 
remaining d i r e c t  l a b o r  o p e r a t i o n s  (workloads such a s  a i r c r a f t ,  
space ,  a i r  warning, etc) . While decreases  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  p l a n t  
u t i l i t y  and maintenance costs would occur ,  Bos o p e r a t i o n s  which 
a r e  c o s t e d  over  t h e  e n t i r e  SM-ALC maintenance complex would cause 
a n e t  i n c r e a s e  t o  t h e  remaining depot  opera t ions .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
t h e  SM-ALC u t i l i t y  and maintenance c o s t  dec reases  would a l s o  
r e s u l t  i n  corresponding i n c r e a s e s  a t  o t h e r  ALCs. 



C O S T S / S A V I N G S  SUMMARY - SM-ALC TO ANOTHER A L C  
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS) 

CATEGORY 

i. RELOCATION OF EQUIP 

2 .  FZXSONNEL REDISTRIB 
A. UNEMPLOYMENT 
B. SEM~RANCE 
C. PCS - CI'J 
D. PCS - MIL 
PERSONNEL SUB-TOTAL 

3. .CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT 
A .  FACILITIES 
B. EQUIPMENT 
C. TRANSPORTATION 
D. FACILITY MOD 

CAP SUS-TOTAL 

4. TRANSPORTATION CHANGE 
5. INVENTORY MOVE 

-- 

6. NEW PERSONNEL 
A. PRODUCTIVITY LAG 
B. RECRUITMENT 
C. TXAINING 
D. ICS 

NEW PERS SUB-TOTAL 

7. CHANGE IN PROD COST 
A. INDIRECT 
B. INTERSERVICING 

CIiANGE SUB-TOTAL 

8. COST SAVINGS MILCON 

9. CHANGE IN BOS 

ANNUAL SAVINGS 
S YEAR SAVINGS 
TOTAL COST 

1st YEAR RESULT 
5 YEAR RESULT 

COST 

5 4 . 3  - 
53.6 

512.8 
53.3 
5.0 

319.7 

s5.3 
53.4 

SEE i! 1 
5 . 0  

S8.7 

5 . 0  

51.7 

54.8 
5.3 

S S . 4  
532.0 

542.5 

9-4.9 
N/A 

6-4.9 

5 . 0 
S.0 

5-4.9 
5-24.5 
$+76.6 

S+71.7 
S+S2.1 



. 3 

4 

- .  

SM-ALC LAYAWAY SPREADSHEET 

I 

C08T TO I 1 

PEACETIME A R E A  C O S f O P  C O S f f O  h l h l N I A l N  C O S f ( t )  L A ~ T  
BUILDING POSITION8 CAPACITY (So i ' f )  OWNEBSHIP LN.ALHNI LAYhWW W I N G S  (-) use - - -- 

a30.490 128.000 96,047 490,005 92.260 * 484.208 G C h E  

1 0 2 , 4 5 1  96,885 156.97 7 1 42,822 26.91 4 112,769 OVER- 

1158,121 158,105 155,024 

FY9l (ANAWSIS Y E A R )  OPTION JV IUPACT 5 Y R  R E S U L T  453.627 (COST) 

17.6 Y R  PM'BACK 

E L l M l N N E  SU-ALC G C k E  WORK POSITIONS 

COST SWING3 POR YEAR T W O  A N D  OUT - 155,024 - 119,164 - 35.860 PER Y E A R  
I 

UTlLlZMIOlJi  
MINUS 1.194 HOUP.8 U T l L l Z N I O N  
U I N U S  .auu I I O U R S  CAPACITY 
DECRI?ASES - RBUAINING C - ~ ~ ~ Z M I O N ~ J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ N T  

NOTE; T l l I S  REPRESENT6 A ROUGtt O R D E R  OF MAGNITUDE E S T I U M E ,  
DUQMIOII OP T t l E  D D U C  S U B - G R O U P  POR GChE STUDY DID HOT 
PERMIT IN-DEPfi l  STUDY N E E D E D  TO PRODUCE A C C U R N E  DATA. 

I 

, 
I ,  

T A R L E  X ( 2 )  
I I 

.-.- -- - . - -  





GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

Option V: Competition - Private/Public, Public/Publicr a 

1. This option addresses potential savings to be accrued through 
full and open competition of non-core GCE workloads. This option 
will be executed by the Senrices Maintenance Corporate business 
offices and coordinated by the Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis 
Group (JDMAG) with oversight provided by the Joint Policy Coordi- 
nating Group on depot maintenance. The full exploitation of 
opportunities for savings identified by this option is an evolu- 
tionary process involving ongoing and future programs that in- 
clude but are not limited to: 

a. Existing commercial contracts 

b.  xis sting non-core organic workloads 

c. Existing Depot Maintenance Interservice Support Agree- 
ments (DMISAs) 

d. New starts currently in the depot maintenance source of 
repair decision logic process 

e. Planned major refurbishment, modf f ication, product 
improvement (PIP), service life extension (SLEP) , etc., programs 

f. Existing and planned manufacturing and fabrication 
programs. 

areas for joint investment opportunities 

h. New acquisitions 

2. If the Navy's competition experience is applicable, a cost 
savings or avoidance (depending whether the candidate is from an 
ongoing or future program) in the order of magnitude of 15 to 20 
percent may be realized. This study provides the nucleus of the 
business base. As each Statement of Work (SOW) and ~echnical 
Data package (TDP) is provided, the candidate will be entered 
into the business base and competed as indicated in Figure 1. 

3 .  Reference (m), the Joint Senrice Memorandum for the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense concerning strengthening depot maintenance, 
identified savings targets to accomplish the $2.2 billion savings 
specified in the long range plan for increased efficiencies in 
depot maintenance. Tables 1 through 4, attached, provide the 
results of an analysis by the GCE team to allocate a 
proportionate share of the inter-service and competition savings 
targets to the GCE commodity. The service targets have been 

APPENDIX (10) 



adjusted to take into account specific opportunities for savings 
where such opportunities exist and to more accurately reflect the 
individual service positions and the studied inputs pf the 
combined GCE team membership.' Inter-senicing actions are 
expected to result in a* gross savinps of 12% and a net 9% return 
after transfer costs are absorbed as identified in reference (m). 
Competitions that involve the private sector are computed at a - 
gross savings of 20% with a net savings of 16% after adjustment 
to account for the cost of competition. Cost of competition is 
computed as an annual cost against the competition busine~s~base 
irrespective of the length of any resulting contracts.. The Funds 
identified in the vvcost of competitionM column should be utilized 
to fund the total cost of competition including the service and 
joint service business offices. 

' 4. As a result of the depot visits by team members and analysis 
of the data available in other options of this report, it is 
evident that significant opportunities exist to inter-service 
above core Ground Radio and Communications Systems and Ground 
Radar workload. It is the unanimous opinion of the GCE team, 
however, that above core workload should only be inter-serviced 
or retained as a result of full and open competition w i t h  both 
the public and private sectors. Tables 1 through 4 provide the 
minimum levels of competition that must occur to accomplish the 
savings as indicated. 

5 .  The continuation of the competition program will be conducted 
as part of the Joint Depot Business Strategy Plan. In turn, each -* . I t :  .-..-. 
of the areas listed in paragraphs la through lh above will be , . :..--- 
computed and allocated to the service benefiting from the 

. *-.id 

competition as the competition occurs. 



FOR CANDIDATES 

EXISTING CONTRACTS 

EXISTING NONCORE 
ORGANIC WORKLOAD 

EXISTING DMISA' S 

NEW STARTS 

dAJOR REFURBISHMENTS 
IODS, PIPS, SLEPS, ETC. 
'ROGRAMS 

dm / FABRICATION 
3ROGRAMS 

4ONTRADlTlONAL AREAS 
.e. JOINT INVESTMENTS 

4EW ACQUISITIONS 

. 
GROUND COMMUNICATIONS ELECTRONICS 

BUSINESS BASE 
FOR 

PRlVAT E / PUBLIC COMPETITION 

* STATEMENTS OF WORK / TECHNICAL DATA PACKAGES 

-CONlRACT 

-- DMlSA 
INSURE / PREPARE 

SOW/ TDP* 
- ORGANIC 

- BUSINESS - 
BASE 

COMPETE 
PRIVATE / PUBLIC 



GROUND COMMUNICATIONS fiND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

FY-92 COMPETITION SAVINGS ANALYSIS 

TABLE 1 

I 

; INTER-SWICING iPUEeIC/PUbtlC) s(W) : .PRIVATE YCTOk ~ I T I C l h  S(o00)  

---, 
:#3RI;WAD PROJECTED =T OF PROJECTED :KIMLOAD FROJECTEI) CUS? OF FWEiTEil ; 

-&?s;tE :TO RE WSf CLRPGiTICY NET ;Tfi BE 6ROSS cE?KT!TI& ,ST  
:alBvzl sIlVIN6 %i1t=- :- . SAVING5 S A V i S j  

I I I 

kyr 
I 

M,21:.1 $745.3 Slab.; IS59.0 : a. 0 
I a. 0 SO. C $0 
I I 

I 

I I I 

AIR FURE : $1.555.6 1186.7 $46.7 Si4cl.C : 1 1 0 , i ~ . u  S2, iW.O ~ 4 1 ~ 1 . 0  ~ 1 , b o j . i l  : 
* I 

1 

1 . I I 

%!?!K #Y(PS : 1711.: Sa.5 S21.3 SM.0 : Ici. 0 SO. 0 SO. C $g.O : 
I I 



GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

F Y - 9 3  COMPETITION SAVINGS ANGLYSIS 

TABLE 2 

- 

-- -. . . a-. ,-, . W E  

:&ED 59vIN6S .. 
~ O S S  Ci:PYiT!% kET 

s4.9v:rpSj : c m A  SAV INS5 W V I . ~  

u.: 



GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

FY-94 COMPETITION SAVINGS ANALYSIS 

TABLE 3 

. - , 
: !IrESEf;ViCIh6 LWbL!C/PUBLIC) S(ON) : PRIVAX ECTtX KWETITION r IWI) 

:mmD PROJETED .DST OF mLm :bGKCMD PRWZXD ClJS? G PMU- ; 
sGiv!c :fc RE K'mi @IFITION NET :T3 EE 6ROSS COmTITION ter I 

;-3 W4!W SAViNGS : C E c X  WIm 9V!GS I 0 

-; 
0 

I . 



GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

FY-92 TO FY-95 COMPETITION SAVINGS 

TABLE 5 

. : - -  
; Im-SERVICIM (FVBLiC/WklQ stHx:t) : qiV4TE SECTOR COnMiTIClN 1 ( iw!  t 

:- FfUNCTED COST (I RiLlLC7E : I G X L C ~ I I  H ~ O J E L ~  CCST I PROJECTm : 
c . ~ ~ i l ~  ;TO BE ROSS ml?:& NET :TC EX 6iiOSS COntETiTIOH t C T  , 

:c&ETEii SlwINss SCIVIhGS iCWm S&VIt&j 9vircGs 



: INTEFi-5iG'VICING (HI&IC/WBLICl $(@XI) : PRIVPTE SECTOR COiPETITICH SfWN) I - 
:WRkLW) HnllXED CCST OF PRCJEEl l  :UaaD w1JEf7~ m S T  (Y NnliECTiJ : 

2.y-a t -= &...-- ;iil BE G a s  cCWZIT!U+4 M; :TO M GkOSC, ~ i i I ( X r c  Yi 
; C O P G E ?  WJINGS SAV!.%S 3 WIN65 Mvim 

. / . / 

I 

GROUND COHMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS STUDY 

FY-95  CO~PETITION SAVINGS ANALYSIS 
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31 MARCH 1995 

SUMMARY OF BLUE GRASS ARMY DEPOT TRANSFER TO TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

WORK LOAD TRANSFERRED 

- COMSEC 
- C-E MAINTENANCE 

MANPOWER 

BRAC COMMISSION REPORT - 29 DEC 88 

24 MILITARY 410 CIVILIANS 
(INCLUDES COMSEC AND ORGANIC) 

DA SUMMARY FOR AMY IMPLEMENTATION - FIGURES PROVIDED FOR GAO 
VISIT 29 JUN 1988 (PROVIDED BY HQ DESCOM) 

18 MILITARY 273 CIVILIAN AUTHORIZATIONS 
(160 COMSEC 
113 ORGANIC) 

FIRST ON-BOARD STRENGTH REPORT RECEIVED FROM COMSEC (BGAD) 

22 MILITARY 161 CIVILIANS 

ACTUAL TRANSFER 

AUTHORIZATIONS: 

18 MILITARY 85 CIVILIANS 

PERSONNEL : 

18 MILITARY 15 CIVILIANS 

OUT OF 161 ON BOARD WHEN PROCESS BEGAN, 15 TRANSFERRED (9.3%) 

NOTE: OF 113 ORGANIC SPACES IDENTIFIED IN 1989, NONE TRANSFERRED; 
WORKLOAD WAS ASSUMED WITHOUT ADDITIONAL MANPOWER. 



TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
RPM PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEAR J K L M TOTAL 

FY92 3 , 1 4 3 , 8 8 1  7 , 8 1 7 , 0 4 3  1 , 3 1 7 , 6 8 4  5 , 1 8 6 , 8 9 3  1 7 , 4 6 5 , 5 0 1  
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ARMYDEPOT WCEUENCE IN ELECTRONICS 

COMMANDER'S STATEMENT 

The Anny Communities of Excellence (ACOE) Program is a total evaluation process which inspires 
installations to reflect upon their strengths and weaknesses. Tobyhanna Army Depot has adopted this program 
as our baseline for installation excellence. ACOE is a "way of life" -- not just an annual appraisal of our 
contributions to the h y  Community. Our commitment to caring exudes a sense of well being for soldiers and 
civilians alike. Setting and achieving high standards of excellence in services, facilities, and the environment 
exemplifies our inherent commitment to provide the quality of life so deserving of the men and women who 
serve our nation. 

Tobyhanna Anny Depot is looking ahead and planning its future to sustain America's military with the high 
quality, high technology Communications-Electronics weapon systems that have proven to be force multipliers. 
The Strategic Plan was developed to provide the guidance, focus, and discipline necessary to ensure that we 
accomplish our corporate goals and achieve our vision of being "The Communications-Electronics Logistics 
Center of Choice into the 21st Century." We have instituted a Total Army Quality (TAQ) structure effecting 
significant organizational change through the use of the TAQ philosophy. Employee Involvement Teams 
consisting of Process Action Teams (PATs),Self-Managing WorkTeams, Special Action Teams (SATs), Quality 
Circles, and ProjectManagement Teams, are incorporated throughout the installation. The team concept, 
through an empowered work force, allows the most productive use of skilled resources to improve our processes 
and satisfy customer requirements. Thirty four depot personnel are certified as adjunct facilitators to conduct 
the "TAQ Awareness Course". Since the beginning of FY94, this course has been administered to approximately 
one third of our total work force. Our Labor-Management Partnership Council (LMPC) provides oversight for 
the implementation of TAQ philosophies at Tobyhanna and is responsible for the development and execution 
of Strategic Planning. In November 1993, the depot Commander, Civilian Executive Assistant, and the 
President, American Federation of Government Employees Local 1647, briefed the first meeting of the National 
Partnership Council in Washington, D.C., about the benefits of the depot's LMPC. Partnerships such as ours, 
which has been in existence since 1984, are now directed to be created throughout the Federal Government, by 
the Vice President's National Performance Review, and a subsequent Executive Order. Vice President Gore has 
praised Tobyhanna as a model for "reinventing government" by improving the delivery of service and 
streamlining operations. 

Army communities are in the business of taking care of people. We are committed to providing the best 
customer service to the soldier in the field, our employees, military families, retirees, and surrounding 
communities. Forward Repair Activities, an integral component of the Army's core Logistics Power Projection 
capability, provide on-site maintenance and logistical assistance to expand our services to our most important 
customer, the soldier. The development of "Hand-Off' Teams enhances customer satisfaction by providing 
hands-on training to soldiers, greatly improving force readiness. Housing personnel incorporated "self-help" 
training classes into the "Newcomers Orientation" to afford our incoming depot residents the added convenience 
of attending a one-stop informational seminar. The U.S. Army Health Clinic published and distributed a 
Pharmacy Formulary to accommodate individuals seeking pharmaceutical services. A Medical Services 
Advisory Committee was established to review, assess, and resolve any concerns regarding medical services 
furnished by the Health Clinic. The Army Community Service Office organized a "Welcome Committee" to 
greet military members and their families who arrive on post. A Soldier Transfer Assistance Team was 
established to ease the burdens associated with the transfer of the personnel reassigned by Base Realignment 
and Closure (BRAC) decisions. A Volunteer Program has been established to assist Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation areas. The Directorate of Personnel continues to provide the distinctive, self-developed customer 
service course entitled "Legendary Service," to 600 personnel annually. This course addresses vital techniques 
on exceeding internal and external customers' expectations. The "Leadership, Education, and Development" 
Course was reinstituted into our Supervisory Excellence Program. This course incorporates training of the nine 
Army leadership competencies and emphasizes group interaction, team building, and effective communications. 
Our Operation Santa Claus effort generated $120,000 in money and merchandise, which was donated to 45 area 
charitable organizations. Our Combined Federal Campaign exceeded its goal of $94,000 and raised $103,500, 



benefiting local, national, and international charitable organizations. Weekly blood drives at Tobyhanna collect 
more than 2,000 units of blood annually for the Red Cross. Security personnel volunteer and assist the American 
Red Cross by forwarding family emergency notification calls to soldiers stationed worldwide. The Security 
Division sponsors the successful Officer Friendly and McGruff the Crime Fighting Dog Program, conducts drug 
awareness presentations, and sponsors a child safety belt program. 

Excellent facilities play a key role in sustaining our vision and achieving our long-range planning initiatives. 
An extensive renovation of the Post Restaurant included redesigning serving lines, improving overhead lighting, 
updating serving equipment, and adding color-coordinated flooring, tables, and chairs. The newly renovated 
entrance way to the main Administration Building provides a powerful first impression and was designed to 
fully assist the handicapped. The refurbished Mack Fieldhouse includes a new 28' X 90' fitness room expansion, 
renovated locker and shower facilities, a new gym floor, and refinished racquetball courts. The newly constructed 
Digital Communications facility, a MACOM Telephone Modernization Program, provides Tobyhanna with 
state-of-the-art Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) capabilities. The recently completed Communica- 
tions Security and Satellite Communications Mission Facilities epitomize state-of-the-art construction and was 
designed with productivity and efficiency in mind. The installation of modular workstations throughout the 
depot maximizes available space, while creating a comfortable well-organized work place that fosters teamwork. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is a leader in environmental stewardship and safety. The Environmental Manage- 
ment Division has implemented TAQ to continuously improve our programs. Hazardous waste generations were 
reduced by 84 percent; waste reduction strategies were developed to further reduce materials which were once 
destined for landfills; and controls were strengthened to ensure safe, quality drinking water is provided 
throughout the depot community. We developed a comprehensive Natural Resource Management Plan and 
inventoried 175 acres of protected wetlands for threatened endangered species. Our successful recycling program 
reduced the amount of municipal waste sent to landfills by conserving the use of 52,230 cubic yards of landfill 
space, and achieved a recycling rate of 72 percent. Tobyhanna received the Pennsylvania Governor's Waste 
Minimization Award in the Industrial Category for a second consecutive year and was recognized by the 
Northeast Pennsylvania Environmental Stewardship, Partners in Protecting the Environment Program, and the 
Pocono Northeast Community Awards Program for notable, outstanding environmental achievements. Our 
Safety Program is proactive and has earned the HQ DESCOM Safety Award for two years in a row. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's initiatives exemplify a commitment to customer service excellence and facility 
excellence. We provide top level service to our customers and legendary support to the soldier, while 
simultaneously contributing our services and support to the surrounding communities. Collectively, Tobyhanna 
Army Depot's civilian and military work force produces quality electronic products for our soldiers in the field 
because of a dedicated work ethic that is second to none. Cost effectiveness and efficiency are the watch words 
of the day and are reflected in all that we do everyday. / 

Colonel, OrdC j/ 
Commanding 





ARMYDEPOT IN ELECTRONICS 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR SERVICE AND FACILITY EXCELLENCE 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's vision, "The Communications-Electronics Logistics Center of Choice into the 21st 
Century," defines the business boundaries of the depot and the ultimate objective of the depot's plans. This 
vision statement is indicative of the rapidly changing environment in which we must compete to survive. The 
Tobyhanna team continually strives to improve services and facilities while remaining productive and cost 
effective, ensuring customers' needs are always satisfied. 

The Strategic Action Plan was developed to take Tobyhanna Army Depot into the 21st century by 
providing a strategy to achieve our vision of the future. It focuses on improving and balancing cost 
efficiency, maximizing participation and commitment at all levels; improving quality enhancement 
processes; completing programs and projects on time; increasing Tobyhanna's overall military value; and 
increasing our ability to satisfy all customers, both internal and external. The plan addresses Tobyhanna's 
vision, mission and organizational objectives; Total Army Quality (TAQ) philosophies; analysis of 
internal functions; and planning initiatives for the depot's strategic objectives. This plan is the first step 
in a long process of continuous improvement and innovation that will chart our course into the future. 

The Total Army Quality (TAQ) infrastructure is linked with Tobyhanna's Strategic Plan. This provides 
a clear sense of direction which comes from well defined goals and objectives. The three elements of the 
TAQ infrastructure are the Labor-Management Partnership Council (LMPC), Quality Councils, and 
Employee Involvement Teams (EITs). Commitment to TAQ is evident in the fact that 34 employees 
received four weeks of training given by the Army Management Engineering College, thus certifying 
them to teach four courses under the title of "TAQ Awareness." To date, this course has been administered 
to 1,000 personnel. Tobyhanna has total "in-house" training capabilities that provide "Just-In-Time" 
training for all phases of TAQ. Process Actions Teams (PATS), one facet of EITs, continue to be 
successful. Several examples include the Credit Card PAT streamlining the current work process for use 
of credit cards as well as broadening usage of the card; the Automated Nonworkable PAT significantly 
impacting fabrication areas by highlighting the need for increased training and revised operations; and 
the Printed Wiring Board PAT increasing production from 40% to 90%. 

The LMPC, established this year, provides a forum for labor and management to come together in full 
partnership to work on common objectives; take the lead in planning, promoting, and implementing 
labor-management partnerships and TAQ at organizational levels throughout Tobyhanna; implement the 
results of the National Partnership Council (NPC); streamline the decision-making process; broaden 
employee involvement; and improve communications. The LMPC is comprised of the Commander, 
Civilian Executive Assistant, Director of Personnel, Director of Resource Management, Union President, 
three members of the Executive Council, two management-appointed delegates, and two union-appointed 
representatives. Tobyhanna was one of three organizations invited to brief Vice President Gore and the 
NPC on the benefits of labor-management cooperation. The briefing presented information regarding 
increased competitiveness and productivity; streamlined contract negotiations, minimal labor disputes 
and grievances; and increased worker participation in daily operations. During the NPC briefing, Vice 
President Gore praised Tobyhanna's efforts as a model for "reinventing government." 

Tobyhanna Army Depot has aggressively pursued unique opportunities to solidify our future to become 
the "Communications-Electronics Logistics Center of Choice into the 21st Century." This is illustrated 
by Tobyhanna's aggressive efforts to interservice all DOD Ground Communications-Electronics (GCE) 
workload at Tobyhanna, our definition of core workload, and our recent "Teaming with Industry" 
initiative. Significant support was provided to the DOD Interservicing analysis through briefings to 
congressmen and DOD representatives addressing cost savings, improved capacity utilization, and 
recommendations for workload consolidation. Tobyhanna's identified core workload is critical to ' 
warfighting equipmentlsystems and is imbedded in many platforms including tanks and helicopters. The 
proper determination of this workload directly affects Army readiness and is vital to the future Army. 
The initial partnership venture with the Command and Control Vehicle (C2V) places Tobyhanna in the 
role of a subcontractor to those prime contractors who elect to use Tobyhanna in their proposals. Our 



capability as a systems integrator in the testing and maintenance of electronics systems is how the 
"Teaming with Industry" concept epitomizes Tobyhanna's position as an integral part'of the industrial 
base, working side by side with private industry as a full partner in support of national defense. 

A Special Action Team was established to develop an internal marketing strategy to generate "Story- 
boards" depot-wide. A "Storyboard" is a uniform display prominently exhibited in each work site which 
provides a descriptive and pictorial format for employees, prospective customers, and depot visitors. 
Storyboards describe the mission services, capabilities and success stories, and serve to inform the work 
force about how their individual initiatives contribute to the global depot picture, and ultimately the soldier 
in the field. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot has many customer service programs in place to ensure achievement of our 
ongoing commitment to service excellence. These initiatives include the establishment of "Hand-Off' 
Teams which enhance customer satisfaction, maintenance of a 24-hour customer service hotline to act as 
a central clearing house for inquiries, implementation of site visits to assess our customer services, 
establishment of Forward Repair Activities to provide on-site maintenance and logistical assistance 
expanding our services to the soldier in the field, and management of the Communications-Electronics 
Liaison Office to maintain effective relations with our largest customer. Tobyhanna continues to provide 
the self-developed, unique customer service course, entitled "Legendary Service," which covers vital 
techniques to exceed customer expectations, and obtain a greater appreciation for who our customers are 
and why they are so important. We have trained 600 depot personnel this year with the goal of expanding 
the program to instruct 1,800 employees annually. 

Master planning establishes the crucial link between the installation's vision and the real property assets 
needed to meet these goals. We have completed several components of the Master Plan to include the 
Installation Design Guide (IDG) and Landscaping Plan. We are preparing new digitized maps of the depot 
and have contracted through the Corps of Engineers to complete the remaining portions of the Master 
Plan. All components will interact so, as new ideas develop, they can be appropriately integrated with 
current and completed initiatives. For example, the IDG in conjunction with the depot's Landscaping 
Plan have played a significant role in establishing land attributes. Buffer zones have been defined between 
administrative, industrial, and common use areas. The architectural and landscaping principals are applied 
to these areas resulting in an aesthetically pleasing, functionally coordinated installation. 

Significant quality-of-life improvements have been completed throughout the depot to include the 
complete renovation of the Post Restaurant, refurbishment of the entrance to the main Administration 
Building with an elevated ramp for handicap accessibility, construction of a state-of-the-art Digital 
Communications facility, renovation of the fitness center, an addition to the Mack Fieldhouse, refurbish- 
ment of rest rooms, and modernization of office areas to include ergonomically designed furniture. The 
addition of "Boulder Field," just one of numerous handicapped accessible picnic pavilions constructed 
this year, allows employees to spend their break and lunch periods in a relaxing atmosphere while enjoying 
the noontime recreational "self-help" softball league competition on the adjacent ball field. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, through its long-range strategic plan, provides a quality workplace that meets 
the ever-changing needs of the mission and people. The completion of the 160,000 square foot Commu- 
nications Security Facility epitomizes a state-of-the-art facility designed with productivity and efficiency 
in mind. The spacious work areas are well lit and ventilated, and the ergonomically-designed work stations 
and benches improve employee morale by providing a safe and comfortable atmosphere while reducing 
fatigue and congestion. The centralization of the Satellite Communications (SATCOM) Mission Facility 
resulted in an area that was not only conducive to increased productivity and efficiency, but enhanced the 
quality of life for SATCOM employees. This attractive modem facility consolidated, under one roof, 
several areas previously located in various parts of the depot. The end result is a cost effective, productive 
area which benefits the customer as well as the employee. In both facilities, special break areas, designed 
with the employee in mind, include kitchenettes with ample counter and cabinet space, as well as 
microwaves, refrigerators, vending areas, and televisions to meet the quality of life needs of employees. 

To attain our vision, we link our labor-management partnership infrastructure with our Strategic Plan. This 
results in a labor-management partnership in which all organizations throughout the depot have "ownership" of 
the corporate objectives and a commitment to accomplish them on time and within cost. 



ARMYDEPOT EXCEUENCE IN ELECTRONICS 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

Tobyhanna Army Depot conducts a customer-oriented public affairs program aimed at exceeding the needs of 
its diverse audences, including the installation work force, family members, military and civilian retirees, 
Reserve Component personnel training at the depot, the news media, and the local communities. 

The Public Affairs Office (PAO) is the focal point for information requests about the depot and the Army 
in general. Numerous on-post and off-post calls are processed daily, and walk-in traffic is substantial, 
Adjacent to the main lobby in the Administration Building, the PAO's location is ideal for greeting and 
receiving visitors. The lobby includes a large-scale model of the installation, which facilitates the 
orientation of first-time visitors and houses displays and exhibits, promoting such events as Black History 
Month, American Heritage Week, and the commemoration of World War II. Our policy continues to be 
that a PA0 representative is always available to receive visitors or answer phone calls. All staff members 
are cognizant of the importance of courteous and efficient responses to requests for information and 
assistance, and have earned accolades from satisfied customers. The following quote from an Armed 
Forces Day 1994 visitor reflects the depot's commitment to customer service: "When I called your Public 
Affairs Ofice, I was given such a detailed list of the day's schedule by a kind gentleman, and on base by 
a (soldier), who was especially sincere and friendly to us." 

The PA0 utilizes modem electronic media for information dissemination, including a depot-wide public 
address system, television network, and a new electronic message board. Each office member has a 
dedicated personal computer tied to a powerful clientfserver computing network. This architecture 
enhances information gathering and dissemination and also allows local unique applications, such as the 
use of ALDUS Pagemaker for desktop publishing. The television network is used to "scroll" information 
to the work force and to provide the commander another vehicle for keeping the depot work force well 
informed. The new electronic message board, strategically placed for maximum exposure, is used to 
recognize individual achievements, and provide highway and weather conditions to the depot work force 
whose average daily commute is in excess of 45 miles. 

The Protocol Officer, co-located with PAO, is vital to Tobyhanna providing outstanding customer service 
in coordinating visits and facilitating all arrangements to make these visits a success. Tobyhanna hosts 
3,500 official visitors annually to include U.S. senators and representatives, general officers, members of 
the Senior Executive Service, other high-profile visitors, and customers. To guarantee consistent, quality 
service for each visitor, the Protocol Officer developed a form, which serves as a checklist and assists 
depot personnel in coordinating each visit. The Protocol Officer continues to present briefings at the 
depot's Total Army Quality-inspired "Legendary Service" course on the importance of arranging visits 
and hosting depot visits. 

The Tobyhanna PA0 has always had an extensive news release program providing factual, topical 
information about depot missions and personnel. Our long-established policy to provide, at a minimum, 
an interim response to media queries within two hours of the initial request, has gained the appreciation 
of reporters and editors by enabling them to meet deadlines on such topics as base closure and other 
military issues. Although there has been a minimal need for a set-the-record-straight program, we continue 
to have a policy in place to immediately review inaccurate information and determine appropriate methods 
of response, usually within 24 hours. The PA0 has recently developed the command information plan to 
identify topics and methods of communicating internal information. The Public Affairs Officer provides 
his home phone number to all local media representatives, key depot officials and the staff duty officer 
for instant access on fast-breaking news stories, no matter the time of day or night. This practice has 
enabled the news media to receive critical information which might not occur if he "could not be reached 
for comment." For example, the depot received favorable coverage when its HAZMAT team responded 
to a vehicular accident on nearby Interstate 380. The PA0 was contacted at 2230 hours on a Sunday and 
was able to provide information to the media about the depot's HAZMAT team and confirm the team had 
responded. 



An aggressive editorial board policy was recently initiated. To date, three editorial boards have taken 
place, with the depot commander meeting with local top officials from one weekly and two daily 
newspapers. These boards have resulted in expanded news coverage and a greater understanding of issues 
facing the depot and the Army as it restructures for the 21st Century. Additional editorial boards are 
planned with print and electronic media editors. Maintaining an effective community relations program 
has resulted in Tobyhanna expanding its contacts with key community groups and adding to local 
understanding of the depot, its missions, and its importance to the regional economy. Requests for 
Tobyhanna's commander and other officials to speak to business, fraternal and professional groups has 
increased 25 percent. 

To educate and inform students and the general public, Tobyhanna moved its two-day Armed Forces Day 
Open House from a ThursdayFriday to a FridayISaturday format. Attendance grew from 6,100 in 1993 
to nearly 13,000 in 1994. The PA0 obtained an agreement with the National Park Service's Steamtown 
Historic Site to run a special rail excursion from its facilities in Scranton to the depot. More than 550 
regional rail fans were aboard for the trip. Additional events included a Civil War living history 
encampment, model airplane demonstrations, an exhibit of World War I1 military vehicles, a celebrity 
softball game, and a craft show. The PA0 coordinated the participation of depot employees in an applied 
economics program sponsored by Junior Achievement (JA) at Pocono Mountain High School. The 
culmination of this year's JA program was a student tour of the depot which was televised by a local news 
station. Tobyhanna regularly conducts other educational programs with numerous regional schools, such 
as exposure to various professions, "Shadow Days," and tours and demonstrations in various depot work 
areas. 

Under the direction of the PAO, depot participation in programs of regional scope continues to grow. 
More than 20 key depot officials now serve on various committees and subcommittees of the Pocono 
Mountains, Scranton, and Wilkes-Barre Chambers of Commerce and the Economic Development Council 
of Northeastern Pennsylvania. The PA0 also actively pursues all avenues to identify new areas for 
cooperative efforts. This effort resulted in Tobyhanna hosting the Pennsylvania Governor's Northeast 
Technology Conference, an annual event that highlights technological developments benefitting firms in 
Northeastern Pennsylvania. The depot is a designated World War II Commemorative Community, 
dedicated to observe the 50th anniversary of World War I1 and has joined with the Northeastern 
Pennsylvania World War I1 Victory Committee to design and build a World War I1 monument at the 
depot. Through a volunteer effort, the PA0 acquired the services of a recently retired depot executive to 
serve on the World War I1 Victory Committee. A videotape, consisting of interviews with local World 
War II veterans, was developed to inform the public of this event. 

The P A 0  provides support to Army Reserve and National Guard units which train at Tobyhanna. 
Photographs are taken and news releases prepared for publications in these units' command publications 
and local newspapers. This effort highlights the accomplishments of the single soldier and Reserve 
Component soldiers and the valuable support they provide to the total Army. 

To be responsive and improve communications throughout the installation, the "Tobyhanna Reporter" 
was consolidated with a weekly bulletin and a community calendar, designating it as the primary source 
of internal information. Publication was expanded from monthly to weekly, increasing the flow of 
information to our audiences. Our newspaper incorporates a number of features to foster two-way 
communications, including a Commander's Column, the Sound Off Column, and a letter-to-the-editor 
feature which provides valuable feedback to the Commander. The Commander's Column is used to 
inform audiences about such topics as environmental protection, equal employment opportunity, safety, 
and training. The implementation of desktop publishing was essential in reducing the per issue cost of 
printing the newspaper and gave the paper a cleaner, more modern design. All efforts have resulted in 
the "Tobyhanna Reporter" and its editor being selected for a second-place award in the Army Funded 
Newspapers, Large, category of the 1993 U.S Army Materiel Command Journalism Awards Competition. 

Our goal, to strive for continuous improvement through customer satisfaction, has caused us to develop a 
customer feedback survey to evaluate our services. In recognition of the dedication of the World War I1 
monument, in 1995 Tobyhanna has planned numerous events to appropriately commemorate this occasion, 
including a Salute to World War I1 Industries and an Army Air CorpsIAir Force Day which reinforces our long 
lasting relationship with the local community. 



ARMYDEPOT *CEUENCE lu IXEcTRoNlcS 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Always conscious of our responsibility to provide a safe and healthful environment for employees, residents, 
visitors and the local community, Tobyhanna Army Depot continues to take an aggressive approach to public 
safety. A Safety Office, the Public Works and Security and Community Services Directorates are committed to 
enhancing depot safety and aggressively seek new ways to improve operations. Emphasis has been on 
contingency planning and preventive actions, with particular attention paid to the safety education of our children. 

Recognizing our duties actually represent services which are provided to customers, security, fire and 
hazardous material response personnel have completed or are completing training in "Total Army Quality 
(TAQ) Awareness" and "Legendary Service" courses. One Security Division supervisor is trained as a 
TAQ instructor. 

The Security Division received the U.S. AMC's Small Security Force Award for developing successful, 
innovative programs. Personnel implemented the newly developed Registration and Access Control 
System (RACKS), to store information on vehicles, ID badges, personnel, weapons, and emergency points 
of contact for buildings and key card holders. RACKS constitutes an easily accessible, single source of 
vital security-related information and enhances the division's ability to react quickly in emergency 
situations. Presently, information on 3070 badges, 2260 vehicle registrations, 1470 drivers' licenses, and 
370 civilian ID cards resides in the system. 

As of June 1994, 26,168 visitors were processed through Tobyhanna's Security Headquarters. Over 
50,000 visitors are projected by fiscal year end, not counting the 70 delivery vehicles which pass through 
depot gates on a daily basis. Security Division has created a new form to replace the three forms currently 
in use significantly streamlining the processing of visitors and enhancing Tobyhanna's image as an 
efficient, responsive, and customer-oriented facility. Security Division provides logistical assistance to 
National Guard and Reserve component convoys, totaling approximately 8,000 personnel in 4,000 
vehicles, traveling through Northeastern Pennsylvania. Personnel provided security services to over 
13,000 visitors attending the depot's Armed Forces Week events. 

In the spirit of community involvement, Security Division employees provide assistance to the Coolbaugh 
Township Police Department at accident scenes off post. Personnel volunteered to assist the American 
Red Cross by forwarding family emergency notification calls to soldiers stationed worldwide. Security 
personnel sponsor the successful Officer Friendly and McGruff the Crime Fighting Dog Program, conduct 
drug awareness presentation to 300 Boy Scouts at a local state park, present tips on school bus safety and 
the danger of talking to strangers for 200 school children, sponsor a child safety seat belt program including 
distribution of teddy bears at the depot Child Care Center, conduct a fingerprinting identification program, 
undertook an ID picture card program for handicapped adult residents of the nearby Devereaux Foundation 
Home, participate in the Monroe County Highway Safety Program, and donate a child safety seat to a 
needy family. 

The Tobyhanna Army Depot Fire Department is also closely allied with the local community through its 
support for fire prevention training and mutual aid agreements. The Fire Department has supplied 
manpower and equipment for fire fighting response five times this year, including assisting at major tire 
pile and department store fires. The department belongs to local firemen's organizations at all levels and 
regularly trains with those organizations, not only to sharpen their skills, but also to develop a solid working 
relationship with members of these local departments. The Fire Department is augmented through an 
Auxiliary Fire Fighter Program in which 10 individuals from the work force are trained monthly to enhance 
response capability should the Fire Department encounter an incident requiring additional manpower. 
These personnel are mostly volunteer fire fighters in their community, and are already familiar with fire 
fighting equipment and techniques. Full protective gear is maintained at the Fire Station for these auxiliary 
members, and training includes all aspects of fire suppression. 



Tobyhanna's approach to fire safety has always been proactive and, as such, the depot has long been 
involved in fire protection engineering. All prospective construction is processed through the Fire 
Department for review and input. All major structures at the installation have sprinkler protection backed 
up by smoke and heat detectors and building alarms. This year, the newly completed Satellite Cornrnu- 
nications and Communications Security facilities were integrated into the existing depot system. Toby- 
.hanna is upgrading the entire fire alarm reporting system from telephone wire to a more reliable radio 
alarm system. 

Mindful that knowledge is the best defense against fire danger, Tobyhanna Army Depot's Fire Department 
makes every effort to ensure the depot population is alert and aware, both at work and at home. Fire 
prevention awareness is continually upgraded through weekly bulletins, announcements on the public 
address system, new employee orientation briefings, holiday reminders, and fire drills. Family Housing 
occupants receive regular fire prevention awareness training. Smoke detectors are an integral part of the 
on-base housing program, and a fire prevention walk-through of all quarters is accomplished annually. 
Tot Finder stickers, emergency telephone number stickers, and fire prevention checklists are distributed 
to all new housing tenants and are also available throughout the year at various fire prevention briefings, 
Town Hall Meetings, and "self-help" classes, as well as from housing preventive maintenance crews. 

Fire Prevention Week is always a major event for the Tobyhanna Army Depot Fire Department because 
it provides personnel an opportunity to teach and interact with area children. Approximately 850 second 
graders are invited to the depot fire station each year for a tour of station facilities, a demonstration and 
explanation of fire equipment, and a film and discussion on fire safety. They are also treated to a ride on 
a fire truck and are given Junior Fire Marshal helmets and fire prevention literature which can be discussed 
at home. An appearance by Smoky the Bear and a sweet treat round out the day. 

In addition to firefighting and prevention, personnel provide ambulance and emergency medical services. 
The depot is 25 miles from the nearest acute care facility, increasing the time emergency medical personnel 
must maintain life support. Accordingly, department personnel maintain Emergency Medical Technician 
certification and are fully qualified and ready to respond to all emergencies. As with fire response, 
Tobyhanna maintains mutual aid agreements with local communities. This year, emergency medical 
crews responded to 190 incidents, including a number of heart attacks, vehicle accidents, and a birth. 

To maintain the highest level of readiness and increase its overall capability, the fire department recently 
completed several modernization projects. The fire station was remodeled and two full ambulance bays 
and a storage area were added. The department purchased a personal computer and two new vehicles: a 
pickup truck with a portable tank and a step van utility vehicle equipped with air packs, tools for 
maintaining fire alarm and sprinkler systems, and absorbents for hazardous spill response. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's excellent environmental record is, in large part, attributable to the work done 
by the depot's Hazardous Material Spill Response Team. Closely supported by the depot fire department, 
the team serves as first responders to all types and sizes of hazardous material spills ranging from small 
fuel spills to major accidents occurring off depot grounds. Training and support equipment are priorities 
in this most important program. This year, two team members became certified to teach hazardous 
material spill response techniques and now teach refresher courses to the entire team. Through a 
"self-help" volunteer effort, they also teach response techniques to local fire departments. As part of a 
mutual aid agreement with local communities, team members were recently dispatched to the scene of a 
serious accident which occurred a few miles from the depot. The team cleaned up the site and properly 
disposed of three 55-gallon drums of spilled hydraulic oil and diesel fuel and a dozen doubled plastic bags 
of contaminated debris. 

To maintain a high standard of excellence, Tobyhanna's public safety-related organizations are expanding their 
community support programs. Plans are in place to purchase a new ambulance and a hazardous material spill 
response vehicle, renovate the Security Headquarters, install automatic security turnstiles adjacent to Security 
Headquarters, and implement laser print ID card technology to eliminate the need for film to produce employee 
ID cards. 



AR MY D E POT IN ELECTRONICS 

ENGINEER SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Legendary Service is the philosophy used by the Directorate of Public Works to ensure customer satisfaction is 
achieved. We aggressively pursue facility and environmental improvements to enhance the quality of life for 
military and civilian personnel. Our main goal is to find new and innovative ways to meet the challenge of 
providing excellent facilities and customer service. 

By contracting with the Baltimore Corps of Engineers, Tobyhanna has completed several major compo- 
nents of our Installation Master Plan to include the Installation Design Guide and the Landscape 
Development Plan. One major enhancement to the depot was the completion of a handicap accessible 
entrance to our Administration Building. The stately entrance sports a raised contoured cul-de-sac that 
will greatly enhance the quality of life for visitors and employees alike. Beautiful landscaping, surrounded 
by detailed lighting, gives our customers and visitors a lasting impression of the pride we feel and share 
at Tobyhanna Army Depot. The Master Planner position had been vacant for the past four years. Since 
the addition of the newly appointed planner, we are performing a needs assessment to develop all aspects 
of the master plan. The Master Plan, paralleling the goals of the Strategic Plan, will not only include the 
traditional real property issues, but will incorporate a space utilization study, utility analysis, and a repair 
and maintenance planning system. When completed, the Master Plan will provide a road map to achieve 
Tobyhanna's vision and maintain community excellence into the 21st century. 

We are a customer service organization for new construction, remodeling, and maintenance of real 
property. The ever-expanding mission requirements have given us an opportunity to grow with customers' 
needs. One unique example is the construction of white brick monuments, located at each gated entrance 
way, proclaiming Tobyhanna Army Depot's excellence in electronics. These monuments were con- 
structed by Keystone Job Corps students and illustrate Tobyhanna's ability to make great improvements, 
at low cost, while providing educational opportunities to individuals in the community. Our valued 
employees enthusiastically volunteer to attend the "Total Army Quality (TAQ) Awareness," ."Legendary 
Service," and "Leadership, Education and Development" Courses. In support of the depot's TAQ Plan, 
several directorate employees volunteer as adjunct facilitators to administer these courses. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, nestled in the heart of the Pocono Mountains of Northeastern Pennsylvania, is 
surrounded by natural beauty. Buildings and Grounds personnel continually enhance Tobyhanna's 
grounds by planting trees and flower beds in strategic locations to include traffic islands, entrance ways, 
and sidewalks. The depot is constantly groomed with a regular maintenance schedule to preserve a 
well-kept appearance. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is committed to meeting energy goals through an aggressive nine point energy 
conservation plan. This plan is aimed at the continuous improvement of facilities. As a first step, new 
energy-efficient windows have been installed throughout the depot. In the second phase, an energy 
monitoring control system will be installed to automatically target areas using energy in excess of goals 
established by Executive Order 12759. Tobyhanna personnel are teaming with Pennsylvania Power and 
Light Company to identify ways to improve the efficiency of our central heating plant operation and train 
heating plant personnel. These steps are designed to reduce energy consumption 30% by FY 2005. 

Significant emphasis is placed on scheduling maintenance requirements to avoid unnecessary repair work 
through contributions to our proactive utility maintenance program. Preventive repair work is scheduled 
in advance to provide uninterrupted services and improve customer relations. Critical systems for mission 
essential work are backed up with standby equipment to ensure continual operation. Tobyhanna com- 
pleted a major overhaul of the boiler plant during the summer months to avoid unneccessary downtime. 
To ensure our customers uninterrupted service, two temporary boilers were obtained to provide steam 
year round for those areas which require it. 

The Work Order Clerk is a centralized customer-oriented center for prioritizing and processing individual 
job and service orders. Realizing the importance of keeping customers continuously apprised, the work 



order database system was revised, allowing users to perform self-directed queries to obtain immediate 
status of work orders. 

To improve the response time to our customers' needs, the Public Works Directorate personnel actively 
participate in the Commercial Credit Card Program. This program allows employees to purchase 
low-dollar, off-the-shelf supplies, to reduce critical downtime. A nine member Process Action Team 
(PAT), consisting of representative experts throughout the depot, was established, ensuring continued 
success of this program. Within a four month period, the team surveyed credit card users, analyzed 
processes, streamlined the process from 11 to 6 steps, improved the form for customer ease, and reduced 
computer input. Under the philosophies of TAQ and never ending improvement, the team will again 
survey users in six months to gain insight into further refinements. 

Regulatory compliance, restoration, documentation, and Natural Resources Management are the key 
components of Tobyhama's environmental program. The environment is protected through our steward- 
ship of natural resources. Water conservation efforts resulted in a 1993 reduction of 5.8% in water 
consumption. A toxic reduction evaluation was completed to determine the source of contaminants in 
our water waste streams and how to best reduce them. Our air program reduced volatile organic compound 
emissions from 48 tons in 1992 to 27 tons in 1993. The depot developed a comprehensive Natural 
Resource Management Plan and has inventoried 175 acres of protected wetlands for threatened endangered 
species. 

Tobyhanna has taken on worldwide environmental initiatives by sending teams of maintenance personnel 
(well over 100 employees) to Europe as part of the Army's Ozone-Depleting Chemicals Elimination 
Program. Shelters and vans with air conditioning units that contain chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are being 
refitted with new air conditioners that are designed and built at Tobyhanna. Technicians received U.S. 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration training to ensure the conversion occurs in an environ- 
mentally sound manner. 

a The Environmental Management Division has implemented TAQ to continuously improve program and 
personnel areas. Personnel were empowered to use their skills, talents, and energies to strengthen 
compliance with environmental laws and Army regulations, and find innovative ways of meeting the 
challenges ahead. The results have been astonishing: hazardous waste generations were reduced by 84 
percent; waste reduction strategies were developed to further reduce materials which were once destined 
for landfills; and beneficial uses were found for 4.2 tons of fly ash and bottom ash generated at the main 
boiler plant. Controls were strengthened to ensure safe, quality drinking water is provided; a back flow 
prevention program was established; and a storm water management program was developed to help 
reduce the amount of pollutants entering storm water runoff. An asbestos management plan was 
implemented and asbestos surveys performed. Over the past three years, approximately $1.2 million have 
been expended to remove damaged asbestos. An air emissions inventory was completed to identify criteria 
and hazardous air pollutants and a data base developed to calculate and monitor emissions annually. 
Tobyhanna Army Depot is a true leader in environmental stewardship and has achieved the goals of the 
Installation Management Action Plan. 

In recognition of Tobyhanna's environmental achievements, we received the Pennsylvania Governor's 
Waste Minimization Award in the Industrial Category for a second consecutive year and were recognized 
by the Northeast Pennsylvania Environmental Stewardship and the Pocono Northeast Community Awards 
Program. Tobyhanna recently won an award from the Partners in Protecting the Environment Program 
and competed nationally in the Renew America Awards Program. In addition, environmental repre- 
sentatives actively participate in the Monroe County Solid Waste Advisory Committee, Mt. Pocono 
Chamber of Commerce's Environmental Committee, Monroe County Emergency Planning Agency, 
Pennsylvania Resources Council, and Pennsylvania Water Environment Association. The Environmental 
Management Division sponsors Tobyhanna's participation in PennDOT's Adopt-a-Highway Program. 
Through a "self-help" effort, depot volunteers pick up litter, four weekends a year, along a 2-mile stretch 
of Interstate 380, two entrancelexit ramps, and the State Route leading to the depot's main gate. 

To achieve excellence into the 21st century, the Public Works Directorate has taken a proactive approach to 
provide the best possible services and facilities to our customers. To accomplish this, we are upgrading the 
roofing management system, analyzing utilities and mechanical systems, and developing FY96 and FY97 
programs. 



ARMYDEPOT IN ELECIRON~~CS 

HOUSING SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Our housing staff is dedicated to providing personalized customer service and newly updated facilities to all 
military members, their families, and civilians traveling to Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

The "Tobyhanna Pines" Housing Complex consists of 40 town houses which accommodate all members 
of the Armed Forces assigned within an hour commuting distance of the installation. Privacy fencing 
installed between the town houses ensures each resident a quiet and serene residential setting. The 
well-maintained officers' quarters affords a "country charm" view of the scenic Pocono Mountains. Our 
guest houses provide complete modem accommodations for military families who are in the process of a 
Permanent Change of Station (PCS). All housing units are conveniently located near the four-acre lake, 
Community Club, and beautiful recreational areas to include Tobyhanna's swim complex, tennis courts, 
Mack Fieldhouse, and hiking trails. 

Through a total team effort with Army Community Services, Housing personnel incorporated "self-help" 
training classes into the "Newcomers Orientation." This affords our incoming depot residents the added 
convenience of attending a one-stop informational seminar. Tobyhanna's Housing Division orchestrated 
a "self-help" training program that is the embodiment of customer service. Instruction is provided on how 
to repair or replace items so occupants can accomplish work to reduce residential maintenance costs. At 
the end of the training, participants are issued a credit card, provided an in-depth briefing on the items and 
services available at the "self-help" store, and assisted in making their newly assigned quarters their 
"home. " 

As a result of a community "self-help" effort, the family housing playground areas were recently restored 
to their original state. The Housing Division furnished residents the supplies, materials, and tools to 
accomplish this project. This successful effort has fostered community spirit among the neighbors, while 
providing safe recreational areas for their youngsters. 

Our newly established "Court-of-the-Quarter" Program encourages occupants to compete in beautifying 
their courtyard through "self-help" improvement endeavors. In October, Tobyhanna plans to implement 
the "Holiday House" Program to recognize the home with the most innovative exterior holiday displays 
or decorations. 

Tobyhanna is designing a commendation card, entitled "Bet You Thought We Didn't Notice." This 
initiative provides a forum for housing personnel to commend residents for exceeding the boundaries of 
general housekeeping and encourages residents to take pride in their quarters, thereby depicting a 
"pride-in-ownership" spirit throughout the housing complex. Implementation of this program is planned 
for October 1995. 

As a convenience to our customers, family housing waiting lists for three and four-bedroom units are 
updated daily and posted weekly in our Housing Office and each military unit. All updated lists are also 
electronically transmitted to each military unit to ensure prompt notification. We expanded the accessi- 
bility to the waiting lists by positioning them at the Post Exchange, Commissary, and Community Club. 

Tobyhanna's Housing Division is conducting a Real Estate Symposium at the Housing Office to enhance 
the quality of life and improve the living environment for our clients. Real estate professionals and 
property owners throughout a five-county area are invited to provide us with a means of expanding our 
Community Homefinding, Relocation, and Referral Service (CHRRS) Program by familiarizing the 
attendees with our location and mission. The symposium will be advertised through the local media to 
reach a wide range of interested parties. Tobyhanna's Housing Manager maintains a current multi-listing 
of available homes for sale from depot personnel, real estate agents, local property owners, and community 
resort property managers. Prospective home buyers are provided up-to-date information for assistance in 
selecting their "dream home." 



Our Unoccupied Personnel Housing (UPH) units were upgraded by replacing old inefficient kitchen 
lighting with modem state-of-the-art, attractive fixtures which provide a brighter atmosphere. Bicycle 
racks were installed to provide a safe and secure area for our single soldiers' sporting equipment. Storage 
sheds were installed to afford single soldiers extra space to store personal items which cannot be 
accommodated in the current facilities. The sheds are similar to the existing ones installed throughout the 
family housing complex and arranged in accordance with our design guidance. 

The Transient Program was recently enhanced with the invaluable training provided to our Housing 
Manager who was selected to attend the h y  Housing Training-With-Industry Course at the Hyatt 
Regency Hotel in Crystal City, Virginia. This course provided an extensive working knowledge of how 
commercial lodging establishments operate. Topics such as front office management, reservations, 
accounting, purchasing, housekeeping, laundry service, engineering, and hotel security were presented in 
a manner that could be adapted to government operations. 

As a member of the Soldier Transfer Assistance Team, the Housing Manager traveled to Lexington Blue 
Grass Army Depot to assist in the transition process of Lexington employees. Housing information 
regarding waiting lists and availability both on and off post were provided to all personnel in a centralized 
reception area that was exclusively set up for this purpose. Upon their arrival at Tobyhanna, employees 
were offered individualized one-on-one service in an effort to acquaint them with the installation, the 
Poconos, and the surrounding areas. Plans are now underway to re-establish the team to provide relocation 
services to Vint Hill Farms personnel. 

Tobyhanna's Housing Manager actively participates in the biannual Town Hall Meetings which are 
sponsored by Army Community Services. These meetings afford residents the opportunity to express 
their concerns and provide recommendations for improvement in the housing community. For instance, 
a request for increased security patrols in the family housing area to reduce speeding violations quite 
possibly prevented a tragedy from occurring. 

Surveys, which are provided in welcome packets, are continually solicited from guests who use our 
transient facilities. Evaluation of our services and facilities is continually accomplished as suggestions 
are reviewed and implemented. Customer feedback has been extremely positive as we continue to ensure 
complete satisfaction. 

In an effort to increase the effectiveness of our customer service, housing personnel attended our Total 
Army Quality-inspired courses, "Legendary Service" and "Leadership, Education and Development" 
(LEAD). These courses provided beneficial training on topics regarding customer service improvements, 
effective communication, and team building. 

Tobyhanna's Fire Prevention and Protection Department continually provides fire prevention training to 
our Family Housing occupants. Fire prevention inspections and smoke detectors are offered to housing 
residents. Emergency information, such as "Tot Finder" stickers, emergency telephone numbers, and fire 
prevention checklists, is provided to newly arrived families. These items are also distributed through the 
course of the year during fire prevention briefings, Town Hall Meetings, "self-help" classes, and housing 
preventive maintenance inspections. 

The Housing Program excels in the depot's environmental initiatives. Tobyhanna's Recycling Program 
was recently expanded with cardboard removal accomplished through curbside pick up. To further 
enhance Tobyhanna's already successful program, the Recycling Center was reorganized to improve 
accessibility for our residents. In addition, each household receives a hazardous waste inventory guide 
to assist in determining which common household products represent a hazard to the environment and 
provide guidance for proper disposal of unused products. 

As part of Tobyhanna Army Depot's long-range Master Plan, the "Whole Neighborhood Revitalization" Project 
has been planned for FY99. The objective of this project is to upgrade our 40 family housing town houses to 
include complete kitchen and bathroom renovations, new roof installation, closet space additions, new electrical 
upgrades, and modem energy-efficient heating systems. Future renovations are also planned for the officers' 
quarters with the addition of a new kitchen and ventilated roof system. 



ARMYDEPOT MCEUENCE IN UECTRONICS 

MILITARY PERSONNEL SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Tobyhanna's Military Personnel Office (MPO) is unrelenting in its commitment to provide responsive services 
to our soldiers. The MPO supports the military contingent stationed at Tobyhanna Army Depot, Defense 
Distribution Depot Tobyhanna, Carlisle Barracks Veterinarian, U.S. Army Test Measurement and Diagnostics 
Equipment Activity, U.S. Army Medical Maintenance Activity, Full-Time Manning personnel assigned to the 
305th Signal Company, activated Guard Units, and Reserve Component Training Divisions. 

Since Tobyhanna Army Depot is surrounded by a network of major interstates, National Guard and 
Reserve Component convoys traveling through Northeastern Pennsylvania rely on the hands-on involve- 
ment of installation personnel to support their mission. The Reserve Component Training Division teams 
with the Security Division to provide these troops quality logistical services such as lodging accornrno- 
dations, meal arrangements, and vehicle refueling. A prime example of Tobyhanna's uncompromising 
commitment to soldiers was demonstrated by our support to the 50th Armored Division, a convoy of over 
600 vehicles and 1,200 personnel, in a single day! 

Military award ceremonies are conducted in recognition of significant soldiers' accomplishments. The 
Commander, military family members, and coworkers participate in these ceremonies which are promi- 
nently celebrated in the Commander's Office, the newly renovated conference rooms, or the front of the 
stately entrance to the Administration Building. Military retirement ceremonies are most impressive and 
include appropriate military musical selections, color guard, and participation by the military and civilian 
community for proper recognition of the men and women who selflessly serve our nation. 

Intensive management of official files and active participation by the Commander, the depot's Sergeant 
Major, Military Personnel Office staff members, and the military education officer assures a 100 percent 
compliance with military promotion procedures. Tobyhanna's small military population affords the 
opportunity for personalized and detailed career counseling. This serves as an advantage to military 
personnel since they are provided many career enhancing opportunities. Tobyhanna's model training 
program offers personnel a very positive position to truly "be all that you can be." 

Each military member is provided a personal interview with the Personnel Services NCO to ensure the 
soldier receives credit for academic endeavors, awards, or high physical training scores received since the 
last review. This process serves as an avenue for promotion eligibility or as a method to review career 
goals and identify areas for improvement. 

Tobyhanna's Military Personnel Clerk works closely with each soldier's raters to ensure that Officer 
Evaluation Reports (OER) and Enlisted Evaluation Reports (EER) are processed accurately and timely. 
Tobyhanna's Commander strongly supports the evaluation process and maintains that soldiers deserve 
their evaluator's full attention and assistance in identification of strengths, career goals, and individual 
objectives as well as areas for improvement. Tobyhanna's accuracy rate for OER and EER submissions 
is loo%, which far exceeds the recommended 95% goal. This record for timely, accurate ratings is a result 
of management's full support and commitment to the evaluation process. 

The Sponsor Program continues to flourish. Incoming personnel are matched to an appropriately graded 
sponsor and provided a six-page informational packet listing detailed in-process instructions. The 
in-processing checklist has been fully automated to ensure timeliness and accuracy. The sponsor greets 
newly anived members, accompanies them to lunch, and introduces the soldiers to their new supervisor. 
The sponsor is available throughout the check-in process as well as the next several days to acclimate 
individuals to their new surroundings. 

The Military Personnel Office represents a one-stop center for amval and departure processing, controlling 
identification cards, issuing passports for military and civilian employees, and disseminating information 
to active military, retired military, Reserve Units, and National Guard members. The office is located 



near the Post Exchange and Commissary which is conducive to many customers' needs. Ample parking 
is readily available and the building is handicapped accessible. The layout was specifically designed to 
accommodate the Military Personnel Office, ensuring privacy by structurally separating a relaxed waiting 
room consisting of comfortable furniture, a television, climate controlled environment, and a vast reading 
selection. Children's furniture, coloring paper, and crayons are furnished for the young clientele, 
compliments of the Military Personnel staff members. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot services a retired military community in excess of 20,000. Retirees and their 
dependents can make a single trip to renew their identification cards, shop at the Post Exchange and 
Commissary or conduct other business at the depot. Each Military Personnel staff member is cross-trained 
to update the Defense Enrollment Eligibility Reporting System (DEERS) and issue identification cards. 
The ofice is on-line with a DEERS site in Virginia to effect immediate update of records. Every effort 
is made to expedite processing and make any associated wait as comfortable as possible. 

A full-range of training and testing support is continually provided to the military members stationed at 
Tobyhanna. An Employee Development Specialist (EDS) works closely with each soldier and provides 
one-on-one counseling in all aspects of training to discuss viable educational opportunities. The EDS is 
also the Training Standards Officer who provides the Soldier's Development Tests for enlisted personnel 
and administers the Common Task Test. A library of college references and catalogs is maintained so 
service members can better plan their educational objectives. 

This summer, Tobyhanna hosted five West Point cadets participating in the U.S. Military Academy's 
Academic Individual Advanced Development Program. The program is designed to provide practical 
experience in the field the cadets have chosen in order to better prepare them for their first military 
assignment. The senior cadets received hands-on training in the Environmental Management and 
Production Engineering Divisions. During a recent visit by MG Dennis L. Benchoff, Commanding 
General Industrial Operations Command, the cadets were invited to join the general for an early morning 
run, coffee break, and an informal discussion of their career goals. This was mentorship at its best! 

Tobyhanna is home to the only High Tech Regional Training SiteIMaintenance (HTRTSM) in the Army 
Materiel Command and provides the largest enhancement annual training program to over 10,000 Army 
Reserve Component members. Courses are held in the modem four classroom facility, which contains 
two workbench areas for electronics equipment instruction and a 14-bay cargo area to facilitate hands-on 
large equipment training. Instruction is supplemented with skilled technicians providing training in the 
shops and warehouses. Five accredited sustainment training courses are currently provided for which 
soldiers receive credit toward their Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) qualifications. Sustainment 
and transition training in 84 separate MOSS are provided by a hands-on, individualized process, to afford 
soldiers an in-depth, diversified education. Specialized training requirements are coordinated with 
Company Commanders ensuring the course of instruction is responsive to the needs of the unit or 
individual. Each year, Tobyhanna conducts site visits to First, Second, and Fifth Armies, travels to 
individual units and battalions to provide information on training opportunities, and solicits feedback from 
area Army Reserve Commands and the National Guard Unit's Adjutant Generals of surrounding states to 
ensure training needs are addressed in a timely manner. 

A Retired Services Office (RSO) is staffed by 28 retiree volunteers, officer and enlisted, representing all 
branches of the Armed Forces. The RSO provides valuable information to both civilian and military 
retirees and acts as a liaison with the retired community through efforts which include publication of a 
semiannual newsletter and participation on a variety of boards and councils. An annual Retiree Day, 
hosted by the RSO, is attended by over 800 individuals. To ensure retirees' special needs are met, a 
representative from the RSO was solicited to participate in the U.S. Army Health Clinic's Medical 
Advisory Group. A member of the RSO has accepted a four-year appointment to the Army Retiree Council 
and to advise the Army Chief of Staff on important issues concerning the military retirees. 

The Military Personnel Office is committed to providing excellence in facilities and personnel services. 
Short-term plans include renovating the women's rest rooms in the barracks. As part of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot's long-range master planning initiatives for the barracks, improvements include upgrading the electrical, 
heating, and plumbing systems; remodeling rest rooms; installing new windows and doors; painting interior 
walls; and acquiring new furniture. 



ARMYDEPOT U[CEUENCE IN ELECTRON~CS 

THE ARMY CAREER AND ALUMNI PROGRAM (ACAP) 

The Army Community Service (ACS) Office at Tobyhanna is responsible for ACAP services for the single 
soldier, married military and their spouses, and retirees in the surrounding area. Our goal is to provide 
professional assistance during a very emotional time in a service member's career. We provide accurate 
information on benefits and entitlements and job search assistance. 

When customers request assistance, either by appointment or walk-in, they are treated in a courteous and 
professional manner. Applying techniques acquired from attending the unique Tobyhanna Total Army 
Quality-inspired course, "Legendary Service," the Program Director creates a comfortable atmosphere for 
all clients. 

Tobyhanna's transition office is designed and maintained to provide our military community with a quiet, 
comfortable place to work. Clients are escorted to private workstations where a telephone, computer 
station, and office copier are available for their use. Staff members have taken the initiative in beautifying 
the offices with decorator plants and desk accessories, in addition to supplying magazines for the reception 
area. Two state-of-the-art computers, accessorized with laser and letter quality printers, are available to 
meet our clients' needs. Word Perfect and IBM Writing Assistant software packages are accessible for 
preparing resumes and letters of introduction. Tobyhanna's staff members provide personalized instruc- 
tions in the use of the software programs, furnish the expertise required to perform self-directed job 
searches, and encourage clients to work at their own pace. 

Tobyhanna has acquired the latest, state-of-the-art job search databases for our personal computers. The 
America's Job Bank (AJB), with over 7,500 listings, is a user-friendly program which allows the client 
to search for both private sector and Federal jobs. The search is performed by the type of employment 
the client is seeking, along with the geographical location they choose. Transition Bulletin Board (TBB) 
is another form of job search accessed through a modem to a job bank where clients choose their desired 
profession and geographical location. Also listed on the TBB is information on upcoming seminars and 
workshops scheduled throughout the United States. The Defense Outplacement Referral System/Public 
and Community Service (DORSIPACS) is a highly used program at Tobyhanna. This "mini-resume" 
program allows the client to enter information, which is sent to a central job bank, and in turn matches 
the client with prospective employers. So the client can promptly correspond with other ACAP sites, 
Tobyhanna installed electronic mail capabilities in all personal computers. 

To provide the highest level of customer service, Tobyhanna has established a charge account at a local 
discount department store. This enables us to quickly replenish our supplies while responding to our 
customers' needs. Tobyhanna's ACS staff has initiated action to obtain a credit card, thereby increasing 
our buying power and merchandise selection. 

We market our transition programs through the official bi-monthly depot newspaper, "Tobyhanna 
Reporter." The reporter is delivered to all active military assigned to Tobyhanna and the Retirement 
Services Office. We regularly feature program changes and highlight significant plans. We frequently 
publish our office hours and points of contact in the "Tobyhanna Reporter" to keep our customers well 
informed. To keep our customers continually updated and aware of new services, we develop and 
distribute an individual bulletin. 

Follow-up phone surveys are conducted in an effort to improve customer service. The size of our 
installation is conducive to personal contacts and enables us to obtain immediate customer feedback. 
Recent surveys indicate that Tobyhanna's clients are especially interested in the Resume Writer and SF 
17 1 software programs, and as a result, we have ordered these software programs to complement our 
existing computer programs. Interpersonal communications are essential to the successful implementa- 
tion of customers' suggestions, and they have enabled us to develop a rapport with our customers that will 
not soon be forgotten. 



Tobyhanna's transition office has developed a close-knit relationship with the official ACAP site at 
Carlisle Barracks, located approximately 2 and 112 hours from our installation. We continually maintain 
integrated services with Carlisle and schedule Transitions Attendance Program (TAP) classes for transi- 
tioning service members, coordinating all class dates and availability with Carlisle and the service member. 

In addition to assisting the military and civilian population at Tobyhanna, we provide services to the 
surrounding community and over 10,000 Reserve Component soldiers who perform their two-week annual 
training at Tobyhanna. Through a teaming venture with Reserve Component Training personnel, we 
incorporated a comprehensive transitiodjob search program training seminar into the reserve unit's 
orientation briefing. This effort keeps the reservists keenly aware of all ACAP services and has proven 
to be very successful. To date, hundreds of single soldier reservists have taken advantage of our programs 
and many return to our office each year to update their information. 

The ACS works in close coordination with Tobyhanna Army Depot's Retired Services Office (RSO). 
The RSO is staffed by 28 retiree volunteers, officer and enlisted, representing all branches of the Armed 
Forces. It provides valuable information to both civilian and military retirees and acts as a liaison with 
the retired community through efforts which include publication of a semiannual newsletter and partici- 
pation on a variety of boards and councils, such as the Army Retiree Council. The RSO sends many 
referrals to ACS and provides information on retirement benefits, entitlements, and job search services. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's Transition Assistance Program (TAP) continues to grow with numerous changes 
taking place and new programs constantly being initiated to enhance job search strategies. We keep our 
information current and accurate to provide the best possible assistance to our clients during the most turbulent 
of times. We are expanding our software programs to include the Resume Writing Program and the SF 171 
Program. We will continue to provide workshops and all the tools necessary for individuals to attain gainful 
employment in today's highly competitive job market. 



A R MY DEPOT IN ELECTRONCS 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Civilian personnel services are provided to the Tobyhanna Army Depot community in a manner that contributes 
to mission accomplishment by recruiting quality talent, developing employees to their fullest, and retaining a 
first-class work force capable of worldwide support to our customers. 

The Personnel Directorate provides a full range of diversified services to employees of the depot proper, 
six on-post tenants, the Seneca Army Depot Activity, six off-post tenants (five of whom are in New York 
State), employees of the Consolidated Maintenance Support Facility in Panama, and employees stationed 
in six remote sites worldwide. Each of our employees has a personal commitment to provide the highest 
level of customer service to all individuals, regardless of their geographic location. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's human resource plan is based on respect for the worker, integrity in day-to-day 
business, trust between labor and management, and open communications. During Tobyhanna's re- 
quested appearance to address the National Partnership Council, Vice President Gore referred to Toby- 
hanna Army Depot's labor management philosophy as a model for reinventing Government. 

Recognizing the importance of remaining competitive, the depot established a Workload Review Process 
Action Team (PAT) to analyze projected workload and determine depot staffing requirements. As a result, 
167 excess positions were identified. Personnel members subsequently requested and received approval 
for Voluntary Separation Incentive Pay and Voluntary Early Retirement Authority. This successful effort 
prevented a reduction in force and the involuntary separation of depot employees. Through advance 
planning with depot organizations, a one-stop clearance area was established to efficiently process 
employees. Because of the timing of the announcement and the departure deadline imposed on Civil 
Service Retirement System employees and to ensure prompt payment of initial retirement checks, it was 
imperative to accomplish the out processing of the majority of the employees in a one day time frame. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's Workers' Compensation Program has been heralded as a bench mark program 
within the Department of Defense. The Director of Personnel provided over 50 presentations to various 
agencies throughout the country to assist in developing effective workers' compensation programs. To 
date, our program has realized savings in excess of ten million dollars. 

The newly renovated entrance way to the Administration Building provides a powerful first impression 
and was designed to fully assist the handicapped. The recently renovated Personnel Directorate blends 
nicely with the adjacent offices and is set up in accordance with the depot's internal design guidance. This 
central location is highly conducive to timely customer service, especially through the use of a newly 
installed client-server automation system with each person having access to the system through state-of- 
the-art 486 personal computers. Through "self-help" initiatives, employees have tastefully decorated their 
individual areas with art work, handcrafted items, and flower arrangements. To ensure complete customer 
satisfaction, a service evaluation form was developed and placed, along with suggestion boxes, near each 
entrance to the office area. These boxes are checked on a weekly basis and comments are personally 
reviewed by the Director of Personnel and his staff for evaluation and implementation of customers' 
suggestions. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's Position Management and Classification staff is viewed as having one of the 
strongest programs in the Department of the Army. One of our classifiers participated in the DOD work 
group, COREDOC, to develop an automated core document for Electronics Mechanic, WG-2604 series. 
This process improvement project was a significant accomplishment for integrating position classification, 
staffing, performance expectations, and training into a database for DOD-wide application. Additionally, 
a member of the Position Management and Classification staff participated in the first AMC Army 
Acquisition .Corps PAT, via telephone. The PAT telephonically meets biweekly to address issues 
regarding training requirements and Automated Civilian Personnel System (ACPERS) data. This unique 
approach to problem solving is both economical and effective. 



Tobyhanna Army Depot's extensive employee recognition program is anchored by its worldwide 
acclaimed Length of Service Ceremony and has been adopted by agencies universally. Once a month, 
family members and co-workers are invited to attend the ceremony which commemorates employees with 
30, 35, or 40 years of service. To date, the Incentive Awards Office processed 785 cash performance 
awards, 115 Quality Step Increases, 45 Special Acts, and 698 On-the-Spot Awards. In addition, 32 
employees received distinguished honorary awards from higher headquarters. Time off awards and group 
incentives similar to Productivity Gain Sharing are being evaluated for inclusion in the FY95 Awards 
Program. 

Tobyhanna takes pride in developing personnel to their fullest potential and actively encourage employees 
to apply for Long-Term Training. These training opportunities include the Leadership Executive 
Development Course, Amy Management Staff College, Training-With-Industry Program, Competitive 
University Program, and Women's Executive Leadership Program. To date, 1 1 personnel participated in 
these programs, which provided a valuable learning experience for future advancement and fostered equal 
employment opportunities (EEO). 

The Training and Development Division operates a nine room professional training complex with three 
electronic classrooms, three computer classrooms, a Satellite Education Network (SEN) classroom, a 
Learning Resource Center, a large lecture hall, and a soldering room. The entire center was enhanced 
through a series of facility refinements resulting in improved acoustics, well-lit study areas, and more 
efficient space utilization. The Technical Training Center is dedicated to the continuing education of the 
Tobyhanna community. Over 5,000 employees received approximately 250,000 hours of training. This 
was a significant increase from the prior year where 4,350 individuals received 98,000 hours of training. 
Courses included Statistical Process Control, Special Employee Programs, Electronic Equipment Train- 
ing, Total Army Performance Evaluation System, Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Material Training, 
and computer software classes. The center is used for single soldier Reserve and National Guard training 
and an after-duty hours college program, where employees can attend classes for self-improvement or 
attain a degree. 

Specialized courses are developed to encourage a participative work environment. As part of our Total 
Army Quality (TAQ) depot plan, a TAQ Awareness Course was implemented to provide employees with 
a four-hour introductory overview that describes the philosophies and ongoing initiatives at Tobyhanna. 
Thirty-four employees were certified as adjunct instructors and trained over 1,000 depot employees. 
Tobyhanna continues to provide the distinctive, self-developed customer service course entitled "Legen- 
dary Service," which addresses techniques on exceeding internal and external customers' expectations. 
Specially designed course certificates and eagle pins were awarded to 600 graduates. Ideas are solicited 
from employees identifying ways to improve customer service and are posted in employee bulletins for 
organizations to review and implement. The "Leadership, Education and Development" (LEAD) Course 
was reinstituted into our Supervisory Excellence Program. The LEAD Course incorporates training of 
the nine Army leadership competencies and emphasizes group interaction, team building, conflict 
resolution, and effective communications. New and seasoned supervisors are combined to allow sharing 
of knowledge and experiences. 

Tobyhanna has a proactive EEO Program. The full-time three member staff is supplemented with a Black 
Employment Program Manager, eight Collateral Duty EEO Counselors and an EEO Committee. With 
the installation of the client-sewer network and 486 personal computers, our personnel utilize the 
ACPERS, Complaints and Tracking, and EEO Monitoring and Analysis Systems which integrates 
databases throughout HQDA. Community outreach programs are actively pursued and encouraged by 
EEO. The Tobyhanna-Keystone Job Corps' Center Connection has flourished since its inception in 197 1. 
To date, over 2,000 students were trained in a variety of occupations to enhance their skills necessary to 
enter the job market. The EEO Office sponsors "Women in Business Seminars" and "Cultural Awareness" 
training, in conjunction with local communities. American Heritage Week is conducted yearly to celebrate 
the contributions of all ethnic and minority groups. The EEO staff sponsors "self-help" seminars 
addressing topics on career management and personal health issues for the work force. 

The goal of the Directorate of Personnel is to continue providing exemplary services, and contributing to mission 
accomplishment through employee and organizational development. As part of the Installation Management 
Action Plan, we are implementing a Training Action Plan to help managers identify training requirements 
congruent with planned workload. We are publishing a Customer Service Guide, an Employees' Handbook, 
and a Supervisors' Handbook to help managers and employees utilize our services more effectively. 
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ARMYDEPOT MCEUENCE IN ELECTRoNIICs 

MWR AND FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The goal of the Security and Community Services Directorate is to provide customer-oriented services, 
morale-enhancing programs, diverse recreational activities, and first-class facilities to augment the quality of 
life and environment at Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

With the increase of active military assigned at our installation, Tobyhanna established a "Newcomers 
Orientation." New arrivals are briefed quarterly on significant areas of the depot including Army 
Community Service (ACS), Housing, MWR, Chapel and counselling services. A "Welcome Committee" 
was organized to greet married military members, their families, and single soldiers who arrive on post. 
With the assistance of volunteers from our housing area, a hot meal and a welcome basket are offered to 
ease the pain of transition to a new community while offering a warm, neighborly greeting. Tobyhanna 
has improved our Lending Closet considerably with the addition of five new kitchen loaner kits, ten cots, 
new high chairs, strollers, appliance packs, futons, portable cribs, and car seats. To meet the needs of 
Tobyhanna's increasing single soldier population, we requested an assistance visit from HQ AMC to 
develop a Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers Program. 

A Soldier Transfer Assistance Team was established to ease the burdens associated with the transfer of 
the Lexington personnel. This team consisted of members from ACS, Housing, civilian, and military 
personnel. Large amounts of information regarding housing, schools, communities, and on-post accom- 
modations were provided to military and civilian personnel in a centralized "reception" area set up at 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot. Tobyhanna is reestablishing the team to provide relocation services 
to Vint Hill Farms' personnel due to the proposed mission transfer. 

A volunteer program was recently initiated to assist the ACS Office and Health Clinic with administrative 
duties. Donations were received from both the Non-Commissioned Officers' (NCO) Wives and Officers' 
and Civilian Women's Clubs to reimburse the volunteers' child care expenses. Plans are finalized to 
expand these services in additional MWR areas. 

To enhance the quality of life for the military community, ACS sponsors biannual Town Hall Meetings. 
Prior to each meeting, we survey the military members for topics to be addressed. Panel members are 
available to address questions and each meeting features a guest speaker. One of the improvements 
recently implemented as a result of these meetings is a government limousine service for military personnel 
and their families who need to attend specialized medical appointments at larger health clinics. 

The Family Child Care's Community Preschool Program, established last summer, continues to flourish. 
The preschool operates three days a week, 2 112 hours a day, and provides a modern, fully equipped, 
handicap accessible facility for our children. A Grandparent Program was organized with The Devereux 
Foundation, a neighboring adult day care facility. Preschoolers and their visiting "grandparents" partici- 
pate in activities such as arts and crafts, dancing to the Hokey Pokey, or a special picnic. Child 
development educational seminars are continually offered on topics such as The McGruff Crime Fighting 
Dog, Hug-A-Bear Seat Belt Program, and Child Safe Program, which focuses on teaching the children to 
say "NO" to a stranger. Family Child Care providers' education expanded to include contracting with 
local universities, providing workshops on nutrition, child development, and childhood disorders. Par- 
ticipants earn continuing education credits free of charge while receiving valuable training. 

Approximately 100 youths, ages 6 to 19, participate annually in the Youth Services Program. The 
Recreation Room of the newly renovated Youth Services Building is equipped with a state-of-the-art 
personal computer, 46" television with VCR, pool table, football table, shuffle hockey table, stereo system, 
assorted games, and craft supplies. A newsletter is published and distributed monthly indicating ongoing 
events such as monthly birthday celebrations, holiday parties, pot luck dinners, and plays. Community 
relations events, such as trips to nursing homes and contributions to a local homeless shelter, are 
announced. The Youth Services Summer Day Camp includes field trips to museums and amusement 



parks, swimming, tennis, soccer, dance contests, movie marathons, arts and crafts, and talent shows. A 
Junior Counselor Program, for children age 13 and up, was initiated. 

The Civilian Welfare Fund (CWF) offers many specially planned events to the depot community. The 
CWF sponsors an annual summer trip to a local amusement park so employees and their families can 
spend quality time together while enjoying the amenities. Two summer golf tournaments and organized 
softball leagues are sponsored by the CWF. Cards and games are provided, free of charge, to employees 
for relaxation during lunch periods. The CWF sponsors "Operation Santa Claus," which hosts two holiday 
parties for 300 handicapped children. The guests are treated to musical entertainment, enjoy a visit with 
Santa Claus, partake in lunch, and receive a stocking full of gifts. 

The Community Recreation Division manages an outdoor recreation complex consisting of a swimming 
pool, multi-purpose courts, playgrounds, and a four-acre lake; a gymnasium which includes racquetball 
courts; Auto, Ceramic, and Wood Craft Shops; thePost Library; the Youth Services Program; an extensive 
equipment rental program; a coin-operated car wash; and an Information Tours and Travel Office. 

Renovation of the Mack Fieldhouse was recently completed to include a new 28' X 90' state-of-the-art 
fitness room expansion, renovated locker and shower facilities, a new gym floor with olympic volleyball 
and basketball standards, and refinished racquetball courts. At the request of our single soldiers, a new 
treadmill was added to complement our existing fitness equipment consisting of lifecycles, liferowers, 
stairmasters, Keiser Cam 111 pneumatic equipment, and olympic free weight training apparatus. 

As part of a Community Outreach Program, Tobyhanna's Community Recreation personnel hosted a Boy 
Scout Camporee. Over 300 boy scouts camped overnight in "tent city" and participated in a full weekend 
of activities including tree and nature identification, outdoor cooking, and log-pulling contests. 

The Post Library is situated in a serene setting that offers patrons an atmosphere of privacy and quietude. 
The library operates Monday through Friday, with the added convenience of evening hours two times per 
week. The abundant collection of over 12,000 volumes is enhanced continuously through a subscription 
to a book leasing service which supplies customers with current titles and best sellers. The library 
accommodates the depot community by providing a weekly Mobile Book Service that is located adjacent 
to the main cafeteria and an Interlibrary Loan Program that enables customers to receive materials from 
local area libraries that are not available within the Post Library. The Post Librarian is always willing to 
"go the extra mile" by personally hand-carrying the item to the customer in order to expedite requests. 

The MWR Community Services consist of 17 individual activities which are managed by 89 employees. 
All personnel support the Total Army Quality (TAQ) initiative by attending TAQ-inspired courses, 
"Legendary Service" and "Leadership, Education and Development." Tobyhanna is currently accom- 
plishing a triennial needs assessment, an in-depth questionnaire designed to solicit suggestions for new 
or improved programs to assure continued quality service. As a result of a recent survey, a coin-operated 
car wash was installed adjacent to the Auto Craft Shop. This has proven to be a huge success with the 
car wash being utilized over 1700 times since installation in November 1993. The Installation Morale, 
Welfare, and Recreation Fund (IMWRF) has a total of $2.4 million dollars in assets. The fund has an 
operating capital in excess of $800,000 for FY94. Our IMWRF has consistently exceeded HQ AMC's 
goal of "break even before depreciation." Execution rate of our Capital Purchases and Minor Construction 
budget is loo%, exceeding the AMC goal of 70%. 

The Community Club is the primary focus of social activity at the depot. The club currently has over 350 
members and generates $250,000 in annual sales. Through a "self-help" effort, the Officers' and Civilian 
Women's Club enhanced the club's landscaping efforts with the planting of flowers and shrubs. The 
newly renovated club has aesthetically pleasing surroundings and the catering operation has increased 
substantially since the modernization. In addition to weddings, showers, and retirement parties, the club 
has hosted conferences and luncheons for prominent business and political dignitaries. We were selected 
to host the Pennsylvania Governor's Northeast Technology Conference. 

Tobyhanna's programs and services continue to expand to meet our customers' needs. We are developing a 
Travel Park and constructing recreational cottages around our four-acre lake. Over 30 campsites will be installed 
with modem shower and restroom facilities, in addition to guest cottages to allow families to enjoy many of the 
Pocono attractions at an affordable lodging cost. 



ARMYDEPOT EXCELLENCE IN EL~CTRONI~CS 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENTmINANCIAL SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The Directorate of Resource Management is instrumental in budget formulation/analysis, Total Army Quality 
(TAQ) initiatives, effective financial services, base realignment efforts, and manpower analysis. Resource 
Management personnel are dedicated in providing exemplary service to both military and civilian customers. 

With a high commitment to customer service, Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) 
streamlined operations by implementing a one-stop customer service desk. This effort consolidated 
functions such as travel vouchers, military pay, payroll inquiries, travel requests, and commercial 
accounts' inquiries. Tobyhanna Army Depot is the only installation in Northeastern Pennsylvania which 
provides a full range of payroll services for members of the Armed Forces who are in the area on leave 
or passing through during permanent change of station. These services are also provided to 10,000 single 
soldier Reserve and National Guard members who train here for active duty. 

This past year, 167 depot employees opted for Voluntary Early Retirement AuthorityNoluntary Separa- 
tion Incentive Pay. This initiative involved extensive coordination between DFAS and numerous depot 
organizations resulting in a 97% submission rate. Close organizational working relations resulted in 
civilian personnel actions being processed 99.9% prior to the cutoff date. Payroll checks were processed 
and distributed on time every pay period. Employees receive their pay through the Electronic Fund 
Transfer to afford them the convenience of direct deposit and create a more efficient means of payroll 
processing. Military participation in SURE-PAY continues at 100%. Thrift Savings Plan deposits are 
processed to the National Finance Center for 100% of the contributions enabling civilian employees to 
earn maximum interest. 

As part of our ongoing commitment to continuous improvement, a Travel Order Processing (TOP) Process 
Action Team (PAT) was established to streamline the processing of travel orders without sacrificing the 
quality of service. Travel advances are provided on short notice, or same day, for travelers who respond 
to emergency requests for worldwide assistance. We take pride in our expedient travel voucher turn- 
around time, which is one day under the DA goal! This rapid turnaround leads to improved customer 
service by ensuring American Express bills are paid in a timely manner. 

To assist customers in voucher preparation, DFAS provides training classes to employees and supervisors 
on the Fair Labor Standards Act, entitlements, and responsibilities while traveling. As a service to 
Tobyhanna's travelers, DFAS publishes a regular column entitled "Travel Guide" in our biweekly 
newspaper, "The Tobyhanna Reporter." These articles provide valuable travel information and helpful 
hints for accurately completing travel vouchers. 

Avoiding interest penalty payments to vendors under the Prompt Payment Act have always been a top 
priority at Tobyhanna. Our current rate is at .0002%. This year, we have expended $40,7 15,000 and paid 
$27.39 in interest, well under the $100 per million goal! 

The Army Ideas for Excellence Program (AIEP) continues to flourish. Suggestions cover issues such as 
energy conservation and ideas to enhance the depot. In conjunction with Earth Day celebrations, the AIEP 
held a special campaign soliciting ideas from the work force for environmental/energy saving ideas. This 
campaign heightened the employees' awareness of Earth Day and also improved the environment through 
implementation of these ideas. To date, approved suggestions resulted in tangible savings of $483,5 14. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, committed to the success of the Value Engineering (YE) Program, dedicates a 
full-time program manager in Resource Management, two full-time VE officers in Maintenance, and many 
part-time officers. Employees are actively encouraged to share ideas for improving operations, while 
simultaneously reducing costs. This year, VE accomplished $3,868,029 in savings, achieving 178% of 
the HQ DESCOM goal. In recognition of these accomplishments, the prosram manager received the 
AMC VE Performance Award. 



Tobyhanna Army Depot is the only installation within AMC that has taken the initiative to use the Manning 
Document in the Automated Manpower Management Information System for a "living" TDA. As a result, 
we were asked to provide demonstrations to HQ AMC and Armament, Munitions and Chemical 
Command. Through our creative efforts and technical knowledge of the system's capability, Tobyhanna 
has recommended modifications to provide further query capability to keep pace with the ever-changing 
requirements of functional managers. 

The Directorate of Resource Management serves as the focal point for all Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) issues at Tobyhanna Army Depot. The appointment of a centralized BRAC point 
of contact assures continuity in Tobyhanna's quest to become "The Communications-Electronics Logis- 
tics Center of Choice into the 21st Century." 

Tobyhanna's employees have significantly contributed to a variety of projects in the depot community. 
Analysts have conducted the TAQ Awareness training; Leadership, Education and Development (LEAD) 
courses; and served on the BRAC self-managing bid work teams which resulted in Tobyhanna winning 
four of the five competition packages. A Budget Analyst was awarded the HQ DESCOM FY93 Cost 
Analyst of the Year Award for her outstanding efforts in developing an Interservice Support Agreement 
cost estimating methodology. In addition, a Management Assistant received the FY93 HQDA Installation 
Resource Management Award for notable achievements in developing procedures for the Maintenance 
Directorate's reorganization. Two analysts were selected to participate in the Department of the Army's 
Prototype Resource Management Mentorship Program. 

A prime example of employee empowerment was that which occurred in a recent modernization effort. 
A renovation team was established to assess employee's needs and develop floor plans, furniture 
configurations, and color schemes. As a result, the directorate work area was painted and carpeted, and 
received a new ceiling, energy-efficient windows and matching vertical blinds. The old desks and filing 
cabinets were replaced with modern modular furniture and color-coordinated lateral cabinets. Employees 
exhibited the true meaning of "self-help" by purchasing their own desk accessories, decorative planters, 
and artwork. This effort has maximized available space, while creating a comfortable, well-organized 
work place that fosters teamwork. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot provides a full line of credit union and banking services to its military and civilian 
employees and their families. The Federal Credit Union, staffed with a 16 member team, is a full-service, 
family-oriented institution dedicated to serving its members. With customer service as its number one 
priority, the credit union instituted "TOBY 24," a toll free telephone number which puts a teller in the 
customer's home, office, car, or anywhere there is a touch tone telephone. The credit union provides 
mortgage, auto, personal, and home equity loans; checking/savings accounts; money market accounts; 
low interest Visa cards; and free notary service to its clients. The addition of the credit union's first off-post 
branch office will provide greater access and service for members. The PNC Bank recently completed a 
full renovation to include the addition of private offices furnished with ergonomically designed work 
stations, new carpeting, wall treatments, and state-of-the-art equipment. Services such as 24-hour 
telephone banking, no-fee traveler checks for TDY travelers, and a conveniently located, on-post MAC 
machine portray excellence in the banking industry. 

To promote training and development of professional careers, a chapter of the American Society of 
Military Comptrollers was recently chartered. This chapter was jointly formed by Tobyhanna and Army 
Audit Agency Field Office employees. Business luncheons are conducted regularly to promote informa- 
tive, professional programs. Our honored guests included LTG James F. McCall (ret), Executive Director, 
ASMC; Mr. Francis Reardon, Auditor General, U.S. Army; and Mr. Ernie Gregory, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Army. Since October 1993, the chapter has grown from 18 to 46 members. 

The Internal Review and Audit Compliance Office was relocated from a limited, cramped area to a 
spacious office located adjacent to the lobby of our Administration Building. This new location, ideal for 
serving the needs of internal and external customers, consists of reception, conference, and expansive 
work areas. In addition, our high-integrity auditing practices have received commendations from many 
external audit agencies, including DOD Inspector General. DCAA audits on competition proposals touted 
Tobyhanna for its strict adherence to the DOD Cost Comparability Handbook. 

In keeping with the philosophies of the Installation Management Action Plan, we are committed to maximize 
the effectiveness and efficiency of our resources. To achieve this goal, we are expanding the Resource Planner 
database to provide estimates for teaming with industry ventures. 
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ARMY DEPOT U[CELLWCE IN ELECTRONICS 

CHAPLAIN SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

In FY93, Tobyhanna Army Depot lost its Chaplain slot due to downsizing initiatives. Realizing the importance 
of worship services to the community, the program has been revitalized due to the volunteer endeavors of our 
military community. 

The depot community actively sought out Chaplain support from the local vicinity and area reserve units. 
Through a "self-help" effort, a local resident, who is currently attending the Seminary and enrolled in the 
Chaplain Candidate Program, volunteered to perform the Chaplain duties. In turn, he is receiving credit 
toward his retirement as an Individual Ready Reservist (IRR). 

Religious leadership is provided to 60 military members and their dependents, 4,000 civilians, and over 
10,000 Reserve Component and National Guard members who perform their two week annual training at 
Tobyhanna. In the absence of the chaplain, either a retired Active Duty Chaplain from the local area or 
another Reserve Chaplain leads the worship services. 

The Chapel has recently been renovated and is always available for services, regardless of religious 
affiliation. It is centrally located near the barracks, bachelor officers' quarters, bachelor enlisted quarters, 
and guest housing. Ample parking is available and the Chapel is handicapped accessible. In direct 
response to the needs of the community, interpreters for the hearing impaired are provided upon request. 
Several weddings have been performed over the past year, including one in which two members of a 
Reserve Unit on annual training exchanged vows. 

With the assistance of a legion of volunteers, nondenominational Sunday services and children's church 
are provided. Ecumenical ministers distribute ashes on Ash Wednesday at three convenient sites within 
the depot complex. Flyers announcing upcoming services, newspaper articles in the Tobyhanna Reporter, 
and public address announcements relay information regarding the availability of religious' services to 
both the military and civilians. 

Using volunteers, we ensure religious accommodations are continually provided. This includes soliciting 
an organist from the local community, preparing and distributing weekly programs, performing adminis- 
trative announcements at the various services, maintaining the facility, scheduling the use of the Chapel, 
and guaranteeing an alternate Chaplain. The community was surveyed to determine what programs would 
best serve the population. Plans are finalized to reinstate the acolyte training program and the choir. 

Depot volunteers conduct Bible Study for the Reserve training members. These study groups are held in 
the Chapel on weeknights during the annual training. Residential Bible Study has been established for 
the military community. In a "self-help" initiative, a lunch time Bible Study group meets on a weekly 
basis to provide religious respite for depot personnel. 

During the highly successful Armed Forces Week Open House, the Chapel hosted a booth which was 
stocked with religious pamphlets, such as "The Daily Bread," and details regarding upcoming religious 
services. Personnel were on hand to discuss the services available at the Chapel and refer individuals for 
further assistance. 

In order to cope with the stressors of everyday life, Tobyhanna provides an exceptional comprehensive 
Employee Assistance Program for military and retired military, civilian and tenant employees and their 
family members. This office is tucked away in a secluded area of the administration building offering a 
convenient location that is conducive to privacy. The Employee Assistance Program Manager, who has 
been with the program for over 20 years, has helped employees and their families deal with a host of 
situations to include death, drug and alcohol addiction, marital difficulties, parenting, self-esteem, AIDS, 
suicide, terminal illness, financial difficulties, or any other situational crisis that may occur in one's 
lifetime. All sessions are kept in strict confidentiality. Appointments are available before, during, and 



after duty hours. If, for some reason, the client wishes to seek further assistance, the Program Manager 
has a professional network of agencies as a referral service. 

Clients can fill their interpersonal tool box with skills to enable them to cope with problems by utilizing 
the Employee Assistance Office tape library, which offers a plethora of topics from which to choose. An 
extensive literature library is readily available, as well as numerous racks of informational booklets, which 
are stationed throughout the depot. These initiatives enable clients to reflect in the privacy of their own 
homes. 

In addition to counseling sessions, Tobyhanna's Employee Assistance Program Manager provides 
numerous services to the depot community. During these turbulent times of downsizing and realignment, 
the potential for violence in the workplace is at an all time high, therefore, a seminar for supervisory 
personnel was designed to address this issue. 

Tobyhanna's Employee Assistance Program Manager provides briefings to the single soldier Reserve 
Components informing them that counseling services are available during their tour at Tobyhanna, if 
needed. The Program Manager is responsible for family advocacy case management (Child and Spouse 
Abuse Program for the military and their families), and conducts drug testing for both military and 
civilians. 

Another sensitive issue that is handled by the Program Manager is his role in death notification. This 
solemn task is occasionally warranted, and the Program Manager has been called to perform this service 
at a moment's notice, be it daytime, nighttime, or on weekends. Recently, a serious auto accident on the 
interstate involved reservists requiring the Program Manager to proceed to a local hospital on his day off 
to provide counseling for the victims. Unfortunately, this accident involved the death of one of their 
comrades, as well as other critical injuries. The Program Manager unselfishly ministered to the emotional 
and spiritual needs of the victims. 

During Armed Forces Week, a campaign against substance abuse was initiated through the "Hugs Not 
Drugs" program. Bumper stickers, sports cups, frisbees, sunglasses, and airplanes were distributed to 
approximately 15,000 school students and adults. This program not only encourages awareness, but lets 
the community know that Tobyhanna stands behind the motto "Just Say No to Drugs." 

As a teaming effort with the community, the Employee Assistance Program Manager provides critical 
incident stress debriefings to firefighters, police officers, and EMTs in surrounding counties. This service 
is administered following critical injuries and loss of life as the result of drownings, fires, and accidents. 
On his own initiative, the Program Manager distributes informational pamphlets to the State Police and 
local police agencies regarding such topics as procedures for death notifications. 

During the past year, Tobyhanna has come to appreciate the value and community impact of providing religious 
accommodations to the depot work force, military community, and those passing through on reserve training 
missions. We actively pursued the requisition of an authorization for a full-time Chaplain and are awaiting 
approval from HQ AMC. In addition, the recent request for depot volunteers to assist in the humanitarian efforts 
in Rwanda has prompted the Employee Assistance Program Manager to develop a counseling program for 
personnel who are about to be deployed to a foreign country. This service will enable him to ascertain the 
psychological strengths and weaknesses of volunteers prior to their exposure to highly stressful situations. 



ARMYDEPOT IN ELECZRONICS 

LOGISTICS' SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Logistics' services and facilities at Tobyhanna depict an aura of pride and professionalism that focuses on 
extraordinary customer service. Personnel in the Defense Commissary Agency, Security and Community 
Services, Public Works, Maintenance, and Personnel Directorates are committed to setting high standards of 
excellence for soldiers and civilians alike. 

The Commissary is justifiably proud of its customer-oriented facilities which include a spacious parking 
lot with handicap accessible parking spaces, a newly tiled floor, and an electronic bulletin board to inform 
shoppers of "Daily Specials." The additions of a misting system and an ice machine have improved the 
quality of fresh produce. A Customer Service Support Team was formed to accomplish the Commissary's 
goal, "Quality First, People Always." Team members are trained to provide customer assistance and are 
easily recognizable by their colorful attire and distinctive yellow badges. Commissary managers, trained 
in Total Army Quality (TAQ) courses, have improved customer service by ensuring long checkout lines 
are eliminated. Single queuing checkout was implemented so customers may advance to the next available 
cashier. Handicapped patrons are accommodated with wider lanes and special checkout procedures. 

The Commissary serves the Tobyhanna military community, 10,000 single soldier reservists on annual 
training, and approximately 20,000 retired military and family members. Through a "self-help" teaming 
effort, the U.S. Army Health Clinic volunteered its services to conduct cholesterol and blood pressure 
screenings to Commissary patrons. Our single soldiers' mealtime needs are accommodated by the 
Commissary's initiative to provide over 150 varieties of individual portion items. With customer service 
as the primary goal, plans were made to erect an awning over the entrance to protect patrons from inclement 
weather, remove metal grates in the floor and replace with new tile, and acquire fully automatic meat 
wrapping machines. 

In an effort to further improve Tobyhanna Army Depot's services to the Reserve Component personnel, 
an alternative method of providing nutritionally-balanced meals was implemented. Through a teaming 
effort with Reserve Component Division, Community Club, and Post Restaurant personnel, meal tickets 
are provided for breakfast, lunch and dinner. Operating hours in the club and Post Restaurant have been 
adjusted to accommodate the soldiers' needs. 

The newly renovated Community Club, conveniently located within the Military Community Services 
area, is the primary focus of social activity at Tobyhanna Army Depot. The club currently has 350 
members and generates $250,000 in annual sales. Through a "self-help" initiative, the Officer's and 
Civilian Women's Club enhanced the landscaping efforts with the planting of flowers and shrubs. The 
catering operation is actively marketed and, as a result, has significantly increased. Tobyhanna's newest 
program, "The Honeymoon Package," provides patrons with complete wedding receptions and lodging 
accommodations in our newly constructed guest houses located at our four-acre lake retreat. 

The Post Restaurant currently operates three cafeterias and a large vending operation. A variety of services 
is provided to customers, which include daily specials, 27 varieties of salads, gourmet sandwiches, fresh 
baked products made daily from our in-house bakery, and take out service on menu items. A new phone 
order delivery service was implemented for employees who work in the outlying areas of the installation. 
The Post Restaurant continually conducts health fairs to emphasize the importance of eating well and 
offers complimentary food samples to customers. Post Restaurant employees receive customer service 
training to maintain patronage satisfaction. An extensive renovation project was recently completed to 
include redesigning serving lines to minimize waiting time, improving overhead lighting, installing a 
ventilated air system, and updating serving equipment. Terracotta tile flooring, color-coordinated 
carpeting, and cafe-style tables, chairs and decorator planters were added to promote an aesthetically 
pleasing environment. An entire remodeling of the adjoining rest rooms was completed. 



The Depot Equipment Division implemented an automated system to account for maintenance repair parts 
which eliminated over 100,000 excess parts. Application assures timely and responsive supply support 
to the mobile equipment mechanics, improves visibility of repair part cost per vehicle, and reduces the 
time required to complete work orders. This accomplishment contributed to Tobyhanna winning the M93 
AMC Maintenance Excellence Award for Heavy Density. 

The Administration Support and Travel Division is committed to providing extraordinary service in the 
accomplishment of movement of personal property. Our professionals assist multi-service forces and 
DOD civilians in making Permanent Change of Station, separation, and retirement moves. The office, 
staffed by two counselors, serves a nine county area in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. With a workload 
of approximately 1,100 shipments per year, the staff makes serving the customer a priority. This is 
evidenced by a recent situation where a soldier was departing and needed his baggage. The agent could 
not deliver the client's items due to adverse road conditions. Our Packing Specialist drove to New Jersey, 
obtained the baggage, and personally delivered it to ensure the customer's needs were satisfied. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot offers a customer-oriented transportation program to depot and tenant employees, 
military personnel and their dependents, visitors, Army Reserve and National Guard units, and members 
of the community as well. A shuttle bus service was established to accommodate the employees who are 
located in remote buildings, thereby limiting employees' exposure to adverse weather conditions. Bus 
transportation and driver test training are provided to geographical single soldier reservists performing 
their 2-week annual training. Tobyhanna continues to respond to the needs of local communities 
experiencing emergencies by providing water tankers and lighting generators. 

Innovative methods of doing business have been incorporated into our customer-service philosophy. A 
recent experiment was performed installing flat-proof tires (new tires packed with foam) on-forklifts 
utilized on rough terrain. This resourceful method drastically reduced the number of flat tire repairs, 
thereby decreasing downtime and increasing savings. Another cost-saving initiative was modifying a 
snowplow by adding a dump box, allowing year round use. This creative action was accomplished at a 
minimal, one-time cost, and eliminated the need to obtain a costly lease for a similar piece of equipment. 

The Panama Consolidation Maintenance Support Facility is now under the command of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. Tobyhanna provides leadership and support to the staff and is continually implementing new 
initiatives to enhance this support. This year, an aggressive employee training program for technicalflo- 
gistical proficiency was instituted, as well as a cross-training program for technicians. The end result of 
this training is, of course, customer satisfaction. Tobyhanna has enhanced responsiveness to customers 
by establishing Blanket Purchasing Agreements for flexibility in ordering nonstandard parts. 

To foster positive customer service relationships and ensure satisfaction, Tobyhanna Army Depot initiated 
a process to hand-off major electronic systems. Teams, familiar with major systems, travel to CONUS 
and OCONUS Armed Forces units demonstrating the proper use of equipment and identifying improve- 
ments to equipment and procedures. The teams provide hands-on training to soldiers to greatly improve 
force readiness and virtually eliminate customer call backs. 

Certification of processes, products, and work centers is a continuing TAQ initiative to increase Toby- 
hanna's efficiency and productivity. There are currently 23 certification programs in operation and seven 
efforts in process. A review of these programs revealed approximately 300 employees are empowered to 
assume responsibility for their products. Tobyhanna's goal is to exceed customers' expectations by 
continuously improving products during every phase of our mission. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot conducts a vigorous Recycling Program. This successful program reduced the 
amount of municipal waste sent to landfills by conserving the use of 52,230 cubic yards of landfill space, 
and achieved a recycling rate of 72 percent. Income generated from the sale of recyclable material 
amounted to $150,000. Revenues from this fund were used toward projects such as remodeling the guest 
houses, sponsoring Employee Appreciation Day picnics, and instituting a safety awards program. In 
recognition of notable achievements, Tobyhanna received the Pocono Northeast Community Award and 
the Partners in Protecting the Environment Award. 

To continue providing exemplary customer service, we are expanding automation efforts, developing a customer 
service survey to obtain feedback, and regularly evaluating current processes to augment capabilities. 



ARMY DEPOT EXCEUENCE IN ELECTRONICS 

MEDICALDENTAL SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The U.S. Army Health Clinic at Tobyhanna has channeled its energies toward providing health care services 
that epitomize its motto, "Our Quality is our Reputation." We are committed to provide a high degree of 
proficiency at all levels of prevention and to function cooperatively as a team to plan, implement, and evaluate 
a comprehensive health program that meets the special needs of our active military and their families, single 
soldiers, civilian employees, retirees and their dependents, and Reserve Component units. 

To maintain a high level of customer service, we developed an innovative appointment system for 
occupational health physicals. Two weeks prior to scheduling physicals, nursing staff members, a 
physician, and an industrial hygienist visit each work site to familiarize themselves with the area and 
identify any potential hazards or risks that may be encountered. A list with available time slots is provided 
to the supervisor so employees can be scheduled at their convenience. Our scheduling clerk assists each 
supervisor, as necessary, to ensure the timely processing of patients. 

The state-of-the-art emergency room is comparable to local emergency rooms. A Lifepack 5, chosen for 
its portability, is available as a cardiac monitor/defibrillator. A Biochem Microspan Oximeter is on hand 
to monitor oxygen saturation. Two Dinarnap vital signs monitors, and a fully equipped crash cart are 
readily available for life-threatening situations. Receipt of a Lifepack 9, which gives the advantage of a 
combined monitor/defibrillator/external pacemaker, will complement our existing equipment. Toby- 
hanna Army Depot's Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs) are well trained in emergency care and 
maintain certification in this area. 

As a convenience to our customers, the pharmacy is located adjacent to the waiting room. Every effort 
is made to accommodate individuals seeking pharmaceutical services. We published and distributed a 
Pharmacy Formulary to active duty soldiers, retirees and their dependents. This formulary lists medica- 
tions available at our pharmacy. Active duty members may present this booklet to their personal 
physicians so prescriptions can be written for medications currently on hand in our pharmacy, at no cost 
to the beneficiary, thus minimizing financial hardships and improving quality of life. 

In conjunction with Red Cross volunteers, weekly blood drives are conducted which enable the American 
Red Cross to collect 2,000 units of blood annually. These weekly drives ensure a steady supply of blood 
to over 43 hospitals. Employees who have achleved significant donations of five or more gallons are 
recognized for patriotic civilian service. Tobyhanna personnel are expanding and refurbishing the blood 
donation facilities to ensure the best possible service is maintained. 

Tobyhanna's staff of highly trained professionals surpass job requirements by maintaining certifications 
in all aspects of the health field. Our Supervisory Occupational Health Nurse is a College Certified Nurse 
Manager from Pennsylvania State University, a credit attained by few in this area. She has also completed 
numerous basic and advanced Occupational Health Courses. Additionally, our Licensed Practical Nurses 
are certified hearing specialists and have volunteered to attend a 6-week course in sign language to improve 
communications with Tobyhanna's hearing-impaired personnel. Our nursing staff continually strives to 
stay abreast of the latest medical information by attending diabetic in-service seminars at local hospitals, 
American Heart Association courses, and American Cancer Association classes. The addition of a 
full-time Registered Nurse, physician, and physical therapist ensures our commitment to provide superior 
health care. 

Our parent organization, Fort Meade, MEDDAC, is accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation 
of Health Care Organizations (JCAHCO). As an outlying clinic of Fort Meade, the Health Clinic at 
Tobyhanna makes every effort to exceed these nationally recognized standards. 

To be responsive to our clients' needs, we recently established a Medical Services Advisory Committee. 
This committee, chaired by the depot commander's wife, is comprised of representatives from the entire 



depot community, to include single and married soldiers. The committee meets monthly to review, assess, 
and resolve any concerns regarding medical services furnished by the Health Clinic as well as functioning 
as a liaison between the depot community and the Health Clinic. As a result, health screenings were 
expanded, a Volunteer Program was established within the Health Clinic, and special projects were 
initiated, to include identifying a preferred CHAMPUS provider to streamline patient access. Members 
of the Medical Services Advisory Council, Officers' and Civilian Women's Club, and Health Clinic's 
nursing staff exhibited the true meaning of "self-help" by volunteering their talents to assist in the screening 
programs for Tobyhanna's Retiree Day and the Commissary's Customer Appreciation Day. 

We have established a Total Army Quality management approach in implementing our programs to 
include daily conferences among the nursing staff to review the day's activities and share learning 
experiences, thereby assuring complete customer satisfaction. We have also initiated a weekly educational 
in-service seminar where members of the Health Clinic alternate as instructor and present the newest 
aspect of medical information in their field. Recognizing the importance of keeping the work force well 
informed, the Health Clinic publishes articles highlighting significant programs and services in the "Health 
Clinic Comer" section of the depot's official weekly newspaper. 

To help employees take a step toward a healthful and productive life, the Health Clinic has established a 
"Walk for the Health of It" fitness program. Maps, displaying walking trails and mileage amounts, are 
distributed to employees who join this program. The Health Clinic devised a form to track walking 
distance, weight, and caloric intake and performs monthly weigh-ins. Certificates are awarded to 
employees who accomplish significant milestones and results are published in our depot newspaper. The 
Health Clinic is encouraging employees from each organization to team together and compete in the 
"Battle of the Bulge." 

In conjunction with the Monroe County Lung Association, we established a smoking cessation "Fresh 
Start Program." To date, 109 employees have attended these classes. Two of our staff members were 
trained by the Lung Association to conduct future classes, provide counselling, and perform follow-up 
evaluations. The clinic provides blood pressure, cholesterol, and blood sugar screenings to Tobyhanna 
employees and supporting events such as Retiree Day and Commissary Customer Appreciation Day. To 
date, the ongoing Hearing and Vision Program screenings served 800 and 600 clients respectively. 

A metamorphosis occurred in the preventive health care arena under the direction of the newly-appointed 
Supervisory Occupational Health Nurse. Bimonthly meetings with the Industrial Hygienist, Safety 
Director, nursing staff, and physician were established to assess, review, or resolve any potential risks at 
the work site. Instructional visits were implemented to prevent injury in the shop area. On her own 
initiative, the occupational health nurse shares her personal instructional videotapes to educate the work 
force on topics such as diabetes. She is establishing a full resource library and developing a training 
program to present videos on a regular basis. 

Tobyhanna's Vision Conservation Program has been revised this past year. In'prior years, eye examina- 
tions were accomplished through a contract with a local optometrist and employees were scheduled during 
duty hours at off-post locations. Through an arrangement with Dunham Army Health Clinic, Department 
of Ophthalmology, an optometrist conducts these examinations at our clinic on a routine basis, thereby 
providing a cost-effective, convenient service to our customers. In conjunction with the Dental Clinic at 
Carlisle Barracks, we implemented a dental exam program. Biannual dental exams are conducted in the 
clinic for our military clients, thus eliminating travel expense and inconvenience to soldiers. 

The Health Clinic is dedicated to providing legendary service and expanding capabilities. We plan to establish 
monthly mini-health fairs, coordinate with local hospitals to develop a medical resuscitation code-team, expand 
training programs for the nursing staff, and provide mammography services for prevention screening. 



ARMYDEPOT EXCELLENCE JN ELECTRONICS 

LEGAL SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Tobyhanna Army Depot's Legal Office provides a very diverse range of services with primary emphasis on 
labor, contracting, environmental, legal assistance, administrative law, and claims. We provide advice, counsel, 
and assistance services to Seneca Amy Depot Activity personnel. 

Tobyhanna's office is staffed by two full-time attorneys, one part-time attorney and one paralegal. Our 
Chief Counsel has 3 years Judge Advocate General (JAG) experience and 18 years government service. 
The other two attorneys collectively have 7 years government experience and 9 years civilian experience. 
All are members of the Pennsylvania Bar Association and have been admitted to practice before the 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania; two are admitted to practice before the United States Supreme Court. 
Tobyhanna has added an active-duty JAG Corps attorney to our staff, to enhance our prompt legal 
assistance to our large clientele. This is especially important with the expected increase of our single 
soldier population within the next few months due to the proposed mission transfer from Vint Hill Farms. 

Tobyhanna's contemporary legal facilities are conveniently located adjacent to the lobby of the Admini- 
stration Building, providing a central location for civilians and military alike. Access has been greatly 
enhanced by the recent installation of the handicap-accessible entrance way to the Administration 
Building. The legal suite is comprised of private offices for staff members, a conference area, and a law 
library. The layout was designed to ensure confidentiality and provide the seclusion that is so essential 
to clients who prefer to keep personal affairs private. Staff members initiated a self-help project by 
decorating with coordinated wallpaper and attractive plant life and professionally matted, framed photo- 
graphs of Pocono wildlife adorning the walls. The addition of these employee-driven initiatives resulted 
in a professional atmosphere that is not only gratifying to the customer but has provided a source of 
complimentary feedback from visitors of higher headquarters and other sister installations. Each staff 
member is equipped with a desktop personal computer and is well versed in the use of the standard 
windows, word processing software, the LAAWS database, and the LEXIS research services. Four 
personal computers were replaced with state-of-the-art 486 models, and we are installing CD-ROMs for 
each staff member, in addition to a new, faster, standard paper facsimile machine. The use of this modem 
equipment has greatly enhanced our service capabilities and significantly reduced our response time to 
our many and varied clients. 

Two of our attorneys and our paralegal provide legal assistance to active duty military and their 
dependents, reserve component members, retired military members and their dependents, and depot 
civilians, with the greatest priority being given to our active duty soldiers and their families. Emergency 
requests for assistance are acted upon immediately, and routine requests are handled at the clients' 
convenience, normally within three days of their requests. The majority of our requests for legal assistance 
are provided to transient military members and retirees. However, we have seen a large increase in our 
resident military population, especially single soldiers who have been transferred here with the COMSEC 
mission from Kentucky. Within the last 6 months, we have processed a total of 21 wills and 39 powers 
of attorney. 

Notary service is provided by our paralegal, without charge, on a walk-in basis or by appointment. To 
better serve our customers, provisions have been made with the Tobyhanna Federal Credit Union to 
provide back-up notary service when the paralegal is unavailable. To date, 580 documents were notarized. 
To ensure newly assigned military personnel are aware of the legal services available, our paralegal briefs 
new personnel on Legal Office operations. Through a team effort with Army Community Services, she 
participates in quarterly "Newcomer Orientations," where a more comprehensive briefing is presented. 
Particular emphasis is placed on explaining the services available in the legal assistance and claims areas 
and answering questions presented by the new arrivals and their family members. Our Chief Counsel is 
an active participant in Town Hall meetings, which are held on a regular basis. 



Tobyhanna's Legal Office serves as a Household Goods claims processing office, assisting clients with 
the preparation and submission of their claims. Our paralegal's vast experience as Claims Officer for 
many years ensures the proficient and expeditious handling of these claims, which are processed for all 
branches of the service. She provides assistance, in coordination with the Personal Property and Travel 
Office, for the investigation of potential and actual claims arising within a nine-county area, consisting 
of 5,600 square miles. Tobyhanna is renowned for its outstanding support in this arena, as evidenced by 
continuous accolades received from our approvaVdenia1 offices. 

The expertise of our Environmental Counselor is an on-going demand. In addition to providing excellent 
assistance to the depot's Environmental Management Division, she travels to Seneca Army Depot 
Activity, providing advice and assistance with regard to their environmental issues. She actively supports 
Total Army Quality (TAQ) initiatives by serving on Process Action Teams and is an active member of 
the Depot's Emergency Spill Response Team. 

Our staff is well-trained in all areas of the law. Throughout the year they attend Pennsylvania Bar 
Association seminars; the Judge Advocate General's School in Charlottesville; Department of Justice 
Seminars; environmental seminars and labor conferences. They have received training in the values and 
principles of TAQ and Legendary Service. Our environmental attorney successfully completed long-term 
training at the Army Management Staff College (AMSC). She was selected as one of AMSC's outstanding 
students and received the Achievement Medal for Civilian Service. 

Our Chief Counsel continues to develop the Legal TAQ Program by meeting with clients for face-to-face 
surveys to discuss and evaluate how we can better meet their needs. Upon completion of this assessment, 
Tobyhanna quickly implements valuable suggestions. This initiative provides timely feedback and allows 
us to constantly provide comprehensive, professional services. Tobyhanna's Chief Counsel established 
a Legal Service Enhancement Program where staff members received developmental positions throughout 
the depot. This initiative worked exceedingly well, resulting in our secretary receiving a promotion to 
the Command Group. 

We conduct a very active preventive law program. Our Chief Counsel presents briefings on estate 
planning, living wills, and durable powers of attorney to retirees and their family members during 
Tobyhanna's annual "Retirement Services Day"; provides yearly ethics and procurement integrity 
briefings to employees; and publishes bulletins regarding topics on ethical issues, tax law changes and 
environmental issues to depot employees, military personnel and their families. Tobyhanna's Chief 
Counsel is preparing a series of articles for publication in our official weekly newspaper covering aspects 
of the Joint Ethics Regulation. We publish a readily accessible guide to inform customers of the type of 
legal assistance services available. We provide Federal, state, and local tax advice and assistance to our 
clients. Tax forms and instruction booklets are always on hand. 

Tobyhanna's attorneys have a professional working relationship with the local bar association, and 
extensive liaison contacts with local attorneys, the United States Attorneys Office, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, the Merit Systems Protection Board, the Federal Labor Relations Authority, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Environmental Resources, and local Chambers 
of Commerce. We work directly with the 153rd JAG Detachment located in Willow Grove, Pennsylvania, 
whenever a Reserve JAG attorney is needed by any of our clients. 

During Operation Desert ShieldIStorm, the office established a comprehensive worksheet for use in the 
preparation of wills and powers of attorney and set up a continuous legal assistance appointment schedule 
to meet the demands placed upon our staff. Using this experience, we have procedures in place to regularly 
provide a full range of legal services to meet any situation. 

Tobyhanna's goal is to continue providing comprehensive legal services in a timely and professional manner. 
We will meet this goal with the addition of the JAG attorney, the acquisition of state-of-the-art automation 
equipment, and the continuous attainment of legal education for staff members. We are proud of our true 
commitment and ability to expeditiously provide a myriad of services to meet the needs of our customers. 



ARMYDEPOT EXCELLENCE IN l3Jx7Roum 

AAFES SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The Post Exchange at Tobyhanna Army Depot constantly strives to achieve its vision -- "To be our customers' 
first choice by providing high quality goods and services at low prices and at the lowest cost." The Post Exchange 
is a full service, multi-faceted store with a well-trained and knowledgeable sales staff who continually incorporate 
the AAFES core values of integrity, trust, accountability, teamwork, empowerment, compassion, risk taking, 
and creativity into its daily operation. 

The Post Exchange serves the needs of the depot military population, nearly 20,000 retirees, and over 
10,000 reserve training components with a wide variety of goods and services. Located in the Military 
Service Support area, it is within walking distance of the base family housing and reserve training barracks. 
It shares a spacious parking lot with the adjacent Commissary and has handicap accessible parking 
locations near the main entrance. Ample shopping carts are located near the entrance of the Post Exchange. 
Hours of operation are Tuesday through Saturday, 0900 to 1700, with extended hours one night per week 
to accommodate customers. Patrons can purchase items from furniture to personal goods at reasonable 
prices. Catalog sales have improved dramatically with the addition of a direct phone line and computer 
ordering. Additional services offered include film processing, check cashing, Western Union, gift 
wrapping, shuttle transfer of merchandise not available at the store, and home delivery of major appliances, 
for a nominal fee. 

To maintain effective communication with the depot community, the Post Exchange managers actively 
participate in monthly staff meetings and quarterly Town Hall Meetings. Through a teaming effort with 
the Commissary, a Post Exchange/Commissary Staff Council was established, consisting of members 
from the military community, retirees, Reserve Components and the depot commander's wife. This 
council meets quarterly to obtain the military community's input and ascertains ways to support the needs 
of the military, to improve customer service. 

The Post Exchange actively supports depot activities by providing specials to attendees of Retirees Day 
and Armed Forces Day events. As a community outreach initiative, the Post Exchange conducts a 
Halloween costume party for the children of the military community, awarding prizes for best costumes. 
In addition, the Exchange sponsors a "Candy Giveaway" during the Christmas Holiday. 

The Post Exchange contributed $192,054 to the depot's Morale, Welfare, and Recreation fund last year 
and approximately $50,000 through June of this year. Prizes are donated for many depot activities, such 
as golf tournaments. A complimentary gift package is presented to newly arriving military families to 
introduce them to the Post Exchange facilities. Several Post Exchange employees are active members of 
the "Toby Ladies" Club and volunteer their time by participating in "self-help" efforts that improve the 
quality of life throughout the depot and surrounding communities. For example, with donations provided 
by the Commissary, the "Toby Ladies" volunteered to make and sell ice cream sundaes and root beer 
floats to benefit the Junior Achievement Program conducted at a local elementary school. 

Due to the small military population at Tobyhanna, military clothing is stocked in limited quantities. To 
satisfy the clothing needs of soldiers, weekly shuttle trips are made to larger Post Exchanges located at 
Carlisle Barracks and Fort Indiantown Gap. 

The merger of the Class VI store with the Post Exchange proved to be a huge success. This relocation 
offers customers the convenience of one-stop shopping. The Class VI store has increased its range of 
merchandise as the direct result of suggestions solicited from patrons. Items are competitively priced in 
an environment comparable to commercial facilities. Vendors provide monthly specials to increase 
customers' savings. Vendors donate merchandise for many giveaways and sweepstakes, thereby promot- 
ing sales and attracting customers. 



As a convenience to customers, a barber shop and hot dog concession stand are located within the main 
entrance of the Post Exchange. A six pump, full-service gasoline station is situated directly across the 
street. 

Results of a customer survey recently conducted displayed highly favorable comments. Customer 
feedback indicated complete satisfaction with merchandise selection and services. To continuously 
improve customer effectiveness, employees attend Sales Associate Certification Training and monthly 
meetings for the purpose of sharing ideas and experiences. With a yearly sales of $2.6 million, profits 
increased by 123%. This is attributed to new lines of merchandise which were initiated at the request of 
our customers. 

The Post Exchange is an integral part of the Tobyhanna Army Depot military community. It is committed to 
providing excellence in customer service by incorporating core values into daily practice and constantly 
providing high-quality, affordable merchandise to its families, retirees, and single soldier population. 
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- VOICE COMMUNICATIONS - DOPPLER RADAR SYSTEMS 
./ SINCGARS - NAVIGATION SYSTEMS 

VRCIPRC FAMILIES - COUNTERMEASURE SYSTEMS 
AIRBORNE 

- DATA COMMUNICATIONS 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

BURST COMMUNICATIONS 
SWITCHING SYSTEMS 

COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 
- FIRE CONTROL 

\. FIELD ARTILLERY 
AIR DEFENSE 

- OPERATIONS 
- AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
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DOWNSIZED ANITSC-93B 

SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS TERMINAL 
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STRIPPED AND REASSEMBLED 

RE-WELDED STRUCTURES 

PAINTED FULL SYSTEM - TAN 686 

.n--.. 

ARMY DEPOT EXCELLENCE I N  ELECTRONICS 







FCIM MILESTONES 

*Y: Y [ .  p *y+ q fa* ) p $ j $%,, >PY+ 
"I & r * $ ,zw,:. / m y 

f. r 9, a y+> g a  3 'iq $$'. (P',,r ",,,,Q; ,& / $  , y $ F $  w,.,.,,, tLiH,,+,,/ I r 6 b  ggk,,. u P n i / f J %  $ 4 ' 8  1 z+, , , i l  ~ p + ~ ~ + ~ ~  NOV 92 

~ % .  p+ 7% f'*+ &$ 9 yfi rfi yz qz @$ flfl,;; 9 p,+ $ ,f?? 
L,% $4. f . ~  L.. L b  g +d g;: 3 g//d g8?d $,# g g q ,t:h2 JUN 94 
% $ y$ \ f '$ , wfi+, p+ p- y/*, :?:*,$, # g $ >pw 

:&,,?,. v 74 $f j p : / , .  , / &&,$ g~&,,,jbt.,jg,~>+ cw>: SEP 94 
8 ? ,fi. q.'--$ p,, 7; $$ f--- P\$g,k4 rzpaf ,%g OCT 94 

fi &?;+>I y/+, :* ,, / / ,,, 
, 8 "  $ ,,$l:J?:"*C 
*,J 5 A<.x ,> 'i 3 $ c,/,y .*,;2 NOV 94 

........ ........ w,p>; .*Y*. p, $ $ &:, 9 ,ye,, :< ,. ;,, :i::':';'). (?, .' ......... 
, ...:,:.* A , , , j .$ r$ <;; V f 5 : .  .:,;,; f i  fi ",V 2;;;: "̂ -P $?A+,, < ,y;..:& $: ...:,, 

$ #,=.,: q6R:$ 8 $ $ iWfi, +,,.., 2 ,A,, ,,,, a &.$ 8 :,-<,>: $ ':$ ;$ 3; A<(,: i ' ' '5 ,.&$ 
is $ i.>:.:. 8 ,,.,.,& :::..2, 
;$>,+< .: ...A,. ....... . .!::>..+;: %;;;$ .+,, $ 

...--.. ..... ..*........--- P ........... ..~............ 
EXCELLENCE ARMY DEPOT I:; ELECTROFI!CS 



STATE 

-"---m".7m-~--.."-..---mx. 7 POWERPROJECTION FY95 
TECH ASST TEAMS CONUS 1 
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CAPITAL INVESTMENT $47.OM 

NEW WEAPON SYSTEMS SUPPORT $1 6.OM 

JLSC -- 

TOTAL $1 10.OM 









ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP 

- HAZARDOUS WASTE MINIMIZATION 
- WATER AND AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
- RECYCLING PROGRAM 
- INSPECTION & EDUCATION 
- EMERGENCY RESPONSE TEAM 

$3 F'* g 'T 
, aK %.,A 

- GOVERNOR'S RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE 
REDUCTION AWARDS 

- ARMY HAZARDOUS WASTE MINIMIZATION AWARD 
- ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AWARD 
- POCONO NORTHEAST COMMUNITY AWARD FOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION 
- GOVERNOR'S WASTE MINIMIZATION AWARDS 
- PARTNERS IN PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT 
- EPA STRATOSPHERIC OZONE PROTECTION AWARD 
- NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL PARTNERSHIP AWARD 

31 CG - ARMY AWARD FOR RECYCLING PROGRAM 
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LABOR-MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL 

p4$4, [* g'c Q p2, $ :' g, $ g'r;, 
A, ,,,# . 3, .& r$  %+,$ %J f q  $.,J 

- THE NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW (7 Sep 93) 
- LABOR-MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIPS (EO 12871 - 1 Oct 93) 
- ESTABLISHED TOBYHANNA LMPC (2 Jun 94) :::::: ........... ... ..... : ::.: .... :.:. . 
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- PURPOSE 
EMPOWER OUR EMPLOYEES 
LINK TAQ INFRASTRUCTURE WITH STRATEGIC PLAN 
CUSTOMER FOCUS 
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 

STREAMLINE LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 
- STRUCTURE--8 CORE & 4 NON-CORE (ROTATIONAL) 

CORE (CO-CEA-D/RM-DIP) 
(PRES-2nd EXEC VP-TREAS-MEMBER OF EXEC COUNCIL) 

NON-CORE (2 MGRs (MAINT/OTHERJ & 2 EMPLOYEES 
{MAlNT/OTHER]) 

............................. .. 
- ARMY DEPOT EXCELLENCE 

IN ELECTRONICS 







BASE CLOSURE 
BLUE GRASS TO TOBYHANNA 
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COMSEC 
C-E MAINTENANCE . e jg fJ g:, ij $2; $ci 18 8 c ~3 

, : :$ .*,, ,4 y,$ $ ,,, $-$, 

BRAC COMMISSION REPORT - 29 DEC 88 
24 MILITARY 41 0 CIVILIANS 

DA SUMMARY FOR ARMY IMPLEMENTATION 
18 MILITARY 273 CIVILIANS 

COMSEC 
18 MILITARY 85 CIVILIANS 
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BRAC 93 
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- 20 CIVILIANS 

- 43 MILITARY 

- TACTICAL AND STRATEGIC SIGNAL INTELLIGENCE 

- SECURE MISSION WITH SPECIAL FACILITIES 

-TARGET DATE FOR COMPLETION - 30 JUNE 95 

---.- 
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I a LOWEST HOURLY COST OF I 
MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

a HIGH MANAGEMENT PRIORITY 
TO KEEP COSTS DOWN 

I a VALIDATED BY AAA / GAO I 













TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

THE COMMUNICATIONS - ELECTRONICS 

LOGISTICS CENTER OF CHOICE 

INTO THE 21st CENTURY 



ocument Separator 



OAD PROF11 



to Support the 
Armu oE tLe  Future 



I OVERHAUL 

TOTAL 
rn PROGRAM $ 

TOTAL 
PROGRAM MHRS 2.848 62% 

! 

AUTHORIZED $ $150.946 52% 

AUTHORIZED 
MHRS 

EXECUTED $ - 
EXECUTED 
MHRS 

I EXECUTED 
MATERIAL$ 

FABRICATION TOTAL 

$141.973 40% $355.098 



PRINCIPAL CUSTOMER' 
MAINTENANCE 

OTHERS 
$1 1.506 A 

DESCOM 
$27.780 

i:.... 

ATCOM 

OTHERS 
$5.920 



MAINTENANCE DIRECTORATE 



% OF TOTAL REMAINING PRONS BY $ VALUE 
!8 FEBRUA,, 1 1995 

- -  cII $ VAL,- PER PRO1 



MAINTENANCE DIRECTORATE 
CUSTOMFRS 

PdOGRAMMED FUh 
'' FEBRUARY 1995 

$355 09p 

24 
i 

ARMY STOCK FUNL APWY PROC AUTH 

a DF-- 
A $1 29.53 

1 l j  

111i i 

ALL OTHERS 

Ill, $48m277 
I 

DIRECT ARMY 
I 1 $1B30.9-- 

I I I I I I i IIIIIII 





3TAL PROGRAMMED Fr 
"Q FEBRUARY 139' 





PEO/PM SUPPORT 
TOTAL AUTHORIZED DOLLARS 

$8 
MILLIONS 

$$ 
MILLIONS 

TQG (INCL AF) 

SATCOM 

JTACS EQUATE 

FIREFINDER 

AIR COND UNITS 1 36.655 





INTLRSI R IICEr 
WORKLOAD 

CUSTOMER MHRS 

AIR FORCE 

NAVY 

MARINES 

OTHER 

TOTAL 



EF Ah13LhS OF 11. TERSER v'IpFD 

AF MUX SYSTEMS 
SHF SATELLITE TERMINAL 
GLOBAL PO! 710NING SYI-TE 

HEAVY SATELLITE TERlur" ' ' 

NAVlG"'01 SI 'S 

INTERIM FORCE AUTOMATED SERVI'E CENT 
. - JTERROGATOR PROGRAMMER 
"3SITION LOCATION REPORTING Sl a I EMS ("LR?' 









CE PERFORMED 
urn1 Irn 

SUPPORT ANOTHER 

- - - d  'IENTED " JENTER 0 



ISSUE FOR '1'3THER CO~'S'~ERAI' ION 

- C. LENGE '. 3 DOD 

- CrlOSS-SEhVlCE REALIGNME 



BATTLEFIELD AUTOMATION '7 

SYSTEMS 

GROUND 
SATELLITE 
SYSTEMS 1 L 

' SURVEILLANCE/ 4 

IFF/ WEATHER 
RADAR 

AIR 1 
TRAFFIC CONTROL ' 1 r RADAR 

r 
TELEPHONE/ 
TELETYPE 

ELECTRO-OPTIC 
4 

t 

WIRE 
COMMUNICATIONS 

GROUND 
;OMMUNICATlONS 

r - 
ELECTRONIC 1 

WARFARE 



PREDOMINANT USER - ARMY 

- INTEGRAL TO ALL ARMY SYSTEMS 

- DIGITIZED BATTLEFIELD 

b PRIMARY MANAGER - ARMY 
- CECOM 

- ROME LABS TO FT. MONMOUTH 

- TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

- DEDICATED TO C-E 



BRAC 91 1 PUBLIC TO PUBLIC COMPETITION WORKLOAD 4 

SACRAMFNTO ARMY nEPOT 
' 1 

I ; 

2 

I 4  4 

I 
I 

r 

I 



WORJ'LOAD TRANSITIPmT" 
/1/1 ! /~ 

+ 
1 Ill , Ill1 ,.,A~,GEAL, 

- HI-TECH CAPABILI 
- SKILLr IN -L 

LOW c0sm. 
- MINIMAL INVEST IJIENTII 
- FACILITIES, TEST EQUIPMENT AVP'LnBLE 

TRANSPARENT TO TH C A I I A  1 A m I P I A  IT 

- SAAD IEW = TRAILBLAZEP 



( --T EFFECTIVE 

~lllllllnaillllllll~lll I I l l  I l l  llllullnAsllHlllll 
H UTILIZATION OF AUTOME. .'IC rEST ,,,.. . 

RECONFI 

LlTY UNDER ONE ROCy 

ABILITY I 9  MOVE PERSONNEL BE1 WEEN COST CENT 





HIGHLY TRAINED 

- TOBY TECH 

- APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM 





Elu VIRONMENTAL STRESS SCREEIwNw 

B SATELLITE 
I 1  

D AUTOMATED TEST EQUIPMENT 
IIllllIIIlllIIIllIlllIlllllllHH 

IlGH TECH RESERVE TRAINING - L C I  

TO 
ELECTRONIC 

TECHNOLOGIES L A - ..& 

'TRONIC -4 





11 P~EvIOUS PROFILI 

I I  I 

1 
1 

C'U. I M I  IOFI1.E (CP) ...... 



WORKLOAD UTILIZATION AN ALY SIT " ~ "  ' r ~ )  
ROJE rIGNTS 

.............a 

TOAD, MlSSlLEd AND GCE (MA, 



GROUND 
vOMMUNICATIONS - ELECTRONICS 

CONSOLIDATION AT TOBYHANF i 

1991 DDMC GROUND COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE STUDY 1 
JCS MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 
(WENT STUDY) 

LOCATION 
............ ......... 

AMSAA PRELIMINARY INTERSERVICE STUDY 

BRAC 93 STAFF INDEPENDENT STUDY 

COOPERS-LYBRAND STUDY 

SAVINGS 
7 VALIDATED 

CENTER OF 
EXCELLENCE 



1 1 I-~A fV4A id ;1t,c OlrLY DEr OT. v 

- CAPACITY T 3  ASSUPmE THE DOm 'IVnR"' 0 

- EXPERTISE TO SUPPORT ALL DOD GROUND 
CO~n~UNICP'IONS=~LECTRONICS SYSTeV! 

EFF' 

OULD BE THE DOD CENTER OF 
iLLEPICE FCS GCE DEPOT MAINTEN A YCE 

. -. 3MY DEPO'. 



TOBYHANNA 

TACTICAL/STRATEGIC 
ELECTRONICS REPI 

ARMY COMSEC 
SATELLITE COMM 

ELECTRONICS WEAPONS 
SYSTEMS INTEGRATOR 

-XPERT 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

Date: May 4, 1995 

Subject: Telephone conversation with Hill AFB officials concerning number of personnel 
involved in the storage and surveillance of tactical missiles. 

Personnel involved: 
Ms. Jeannie Hathenbruck, Chief Logistics Operations, Ogden ALC Armament Division 
Mr Woody Knobles, Engineer, Logistics Operations, Arrnarnent Division, Ogden ALC 

Information provided: 

1. Many Air Force missiles are stored in the field by operating units. The field units perform 
periodic tests on the stored missiles. If a potential problem is detected on a Maverick missile, the 
uprounded weapon is sent from the field unit to Hill, where additional tests, disassembly and any 
necessary repairs are accomplished. Hill currently employs 1 1 personnel who test, disassemble 
and certify the serviceability of Maverick missiles. If the tactical missile maintnenace work is 
transferred to Letterkenny, the guidance and control section would be sent to Letterkenny and 
then returned to Hill for uporounding (ie assembly). Work on uprounded munitions is 
accomplished within building 2026. 17,280 direct labor hours expended in 1994. 

2. Some (uncertain what portion) Maverick missiles are stored on Hill. The Ogden center is the 
only activity capable of dissembling Maverick missiles, for the Air Force. The weapons 
generally are not stored adjacent to the disaasembly and repair sites. 

3. Other Hill employees who perform missile related work in addition to the 76 persons who 
work on Maverick and Sidewinder guidance and control sections include: 

39 people who work on Maverick launchers. About 51,937 direct labor hours 
expended in 1994. 
54 people who work on strategic missile launchers. About 87,000 direct labor hours 
expended in 1994. 

4. Hill officials are concerned about the Army's possible denial of overflow storage space if the 
Commission should decided to transfer missile work to Ogden. It was suggested that we might 
want to contact the Joint Ordnance Commanders Group to get a briefing on the current storage 
locations. Although the specific quantities and locations of stored missiles is classified, the joint 
group should be able to give us some insight as to the reasonableness of any possible changes to 
the current storage, testing or maintenance assignments. The joint group should also be able to 
discuss the depot storage tiering process and how it might impact on the Hill community's 
capacity to absorb more work in the storage, tsting and uprounding of Dod's missile inventories. 
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COMMITTEES: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

BANKING. HOUSING. AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS 

iO lNT SCONOMIC 

SMALL SUSINESS 

~Hnitcd States Sena te  - " 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4403 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

. 'IAL-  1Cr 3EYNEw TDEQAL 31ilL3thlG 
:25 SOUTH STATE. SUITE 4225 
SALT LAKE CITY. UT 8413aii88 
'8011 524-5933 

FEDERAL BUILDING 
324 25TH STREET. SUITE 1410 
OGDEN. UT 84401-2310 

OLD COURT HOUSE 3UILaING 
3 1  5CUTH 'JNIVERSIT' AVEVUE SCiliE 3'0 

-ECE?r\L 3LILZl"rG 
!96 ?AS'-ABERNACLE, S i lTE 24 
57 jZ2RGE. JT 34770-3474 
SO" 32355:4 

=ECE9AL 3UILDING 
82 YORTH 100 EAST, SUITE 200 
ZECAR X "I J T  34720-i6E6 

801) 365-1335 

Thank you for taking the time to break away from the hearings Tuesday. I 
appreciated the chance to meet with you personally. I know Senator Hatch feels the same 
way. 

Tuesday, I referenced a proposal to consolidate tactical missile depot workload at Hill 
AFB. To date, the discussion appears focused on the issue of storage and whether missiles 
must be stored at the depot doing the maintenance. Current policy requires only enough 
storage at maintenance depots to temporarily hold items being processed for repair. The 
decision where to store tactical missiles lies with each service. The attached point paper 
discusses this and shows where current storage locations are for each service. A strong 
argument can be made that h s  broad variety of storage sites is desirable. 

Storage is clouding the real point, however. In the recommendations before you, the 
technical portion of this workload, the guidance and control maintenance, will be moved to a 
location that is not currently doing this type of work. Hill AFB is now doing the majority of 
all guidance and control work for the Department of Defense. It has the capacity in existing 
facilities to do all of it. If there are savings to be made by consolidation of tactical missile 
work, look at consolidating the guidance and control and launcher maintenance to a location 
that is already doing it for ICBM's and for air launched missiles. That location is Hill AFB. 

I urge you and your colleagues not to be distracted by the storage question. Regardless 
of the storage decision, it appears the greatest cost-savings will be realized by consolidating 
guidance and control work, as well as launcher work, at Hill. Attached point papers cover the 
COBRA analysis for various options. 



Chairman Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page two 

Thank you for reviewing this information, especially at this iate date. As I have 
mentioned before, I very much appreciate the attention and consideration that I have received 
from you and the other Members of the Commission throughout this process. 

United States Senator 

RFB :cxl 

Enclosures 
cc: Rebecca Cox 



Point Pap- 
OP 

Missile Storage Facilities 

Issue: "Do tha missile storage facilities need to be located adjacent to the depot?" 

. Discussion: No. Missile storage for dl tact ih ihsiles is not required adjacent to the depot 
. Tae maintenance depot or& rquires enough storage :o temporarily bold items bdng processed 

for repair. h overview of the storage poficia and ?philosophy is provide below. 

Policy: The decision lies with each s d c e  where their tactical missiks are n o d  (Atcb 1) 
*- USA- pnpositions 75-90% of t hd r  missiles wbh the operational users, residual 

-j@ssiles are stored at various C O N E  locations 
Navy prepositions mosr with the users (aboard ship) and the remaining at wo coastal 
depots for quick replenishment of ships 

- =  Army currently aoru their tactical missiles w i ~ 5  users also, and residual mirileq at 
three locations with coilocsted Gavenuncnt Owned Contractor Operated (GOCO). 
facilities 

Storage d aII tactical missiles in one location is not wise for wed reasons: 
*E Strategic: 

=**  Avoid having a natural disaster or sabotage temporarily impact quick outloading 
capability in;irnu of crisis, pardsulady days 0-30 

, -*. Ability to project power to several global locations quiddy 
Logistic: . 
**- Outloadimg weapons of choice (udical missiles) fiom one location will be 

impossible in times of crisis 
*.- DcD Ammuaition Stockpile Optimizatbn Ph: the tiering concept was created to 

optimize aGet location to mceE regional Siirig inissiin-gndoitloid rsq6remau 
(Atch 2) 
Storage loca?om setup 10 perfcxm field !wd testing ! 

Only Wed components sent to repair fadlity -- S t o w  at the depot site should be enough to p m ~ d e  for smooth depot 
- throughpur 

0- N& only-rary storage for kceiving and shipping of missile cxpl~Si~e 
compone-& a& lim&d rll-up-mundiug 
Explosive 1.4 components do not need igloos, Gsmred warehouses only 

r Future weapons of choice wi be precision guided to ninimize collrML . 
*-• R e d o n  guided storage reqykement expected to increw in the fbturt 
**- Sin& sforage site possibilities unlikely - Coadnsion: The only sclloened storage required is that need& to meat the ne6&ated repair 

requirement. Collocated storage cculd severely impede out load capabilities in firnus warthe 
IXliSSi0n~. . .  . 



* No All-Up Round or component maintenance. 
Note: Dots not include missiles in forward / user storage locations. 



1ACIIC.U MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 
COBRA DATA 

14 June 1995 . . 

'Qmdy HiU AFB repairs tactical missila guidance and c0nm,1 units and -& workload would mr . . 
need a bo traasfirrrrd in any rdipment &o (53% of DoD organic guidance and c-1 , . 
workload). T& Dep- of Army cmducted a BIMC study tbat indicatai the af moving 
..tactical mi& guidance a d  cczmu1 repair from Loaerkenny Amy Depot (LEAD) to Tabybanua . 
A m y  Depot CTOAD) - marc coat t&cdyb than IMving rhis Aznctioxa to Hill Air Forso Base 
(m). Since Hill AFB has a Iaqc portion ofthis workioad, which wodd d m be 
s r a d m d  dong with LEAD workload, it is not possible to rnove to TOAD more e m  dktively 
than to Hill AFB. kr the -Amy's COBRA claw nost one tima costs fbr moving to TOAD have 
n c ~ .  ken included 0.e. equipmeat movcmmr, iavuxaxy movement, training, 5rst am& mas, . 
M s y  m & d a ,  MILCON, etr.) 

Four s d o s  for t k c a l  missile &u have been provided which pmain to discussians 
between Hill .GB representatives and B&4C commissioDcrs/~ The COBlRA dara provides the 
u;mstir scamxio for LEAD to Hill AFB, tbe persannel s d o  column includes the baselins. 
number personnel, zhe one timc costs identified in the COBRA moQl (inchding training, 
equipmz movamnt, fk&y d c a t i m ,  a,), return on investmerrt (ROD year, and aer present 
value of die ush flows h m  the beginnmg dthe scenario u d  the year 20 15. The pmcrmel 
baseline b r  COBRA rnadefing is provided which uses T W 9  as rhe bascline year and 94 pcrceat of 
the penomel an d i n g  to move (camparable with the Axmy COBRA data and ssndard fieton). . . 

Scenario A, a tzml tactical missile tram& to Hill AFB has two COBRA scenarios. - - 
Scsnario A1 is a Hill AFB Jcepario usan t6t Army's rna~poarrr baselinc and psnonnel 
maMncat mdard ~ i .  Explosive socage MILCON is naS hchdd Otherrdgmurb 
am kiudd such as depot amvanem rn Aa&m Army Depd (ANAD). 

a Scararis A2 is a ZIill AFB scenario uses the Amcly's manpower baseline and pcmmcl , 
m ~ ~ s r a a d a r d ~ t h s t x o a r ~ & ~ e l y ~ a r e ~ t ~ h k b ~ ~ .  ~ S M  
storagaMLCONbnotinchded. 0rherrealigPnrentsareiaMsuGhas~-to 
AxLism Anny Depot (ANAD). 

'NOTE: Ihr Amy's propa2 dffpm~es kxdcol mfjsih rapair to m, TOAD, and ANAD. A - 
mtai cmso&&ion at TQAD is notposofbl orj5rartblrfir h l o p i n g  ahmypraposal 
compara&le lo Hill RFB's proposal lh A n y  proficed a ~ ~ J b r  1M squmrfier of 
q los ive  sror- o wnsolidme ar Kill ARB. % aphdw sromge nqulnmmt is ovemted, fs 
not reqxitsd, anti wcs rurnoved,j.am A? a d &  (refirencr Hill hF eqZosive storage potm 
ga.ucr). 

SCEN-0 A: TOTAL TAtXICAL MI3SILE TRANSFER C O B U  DATA . 
- 

. . -. .* 

l-'rm c w  
me) 

S35.069 

390.455 

PERSONNEL 
S C E N ~ O  
ARMY 
(94% Movr ,923 Pt FY99) 
ARMY 
OMMovu,923PLN39) 

' ~ R A W ~ R  
FROM TO 
I-LEAD 

I-LEAD 

XOI YEAR 

kmacdiam 

kamcdiree 

EWIk'B 

HiilAF9 

NPV~OIS 
(000) 
WWfJ) 

(sno.oes) - 



Scenario B, guidance and coutrol +ith 1wnch.m is prodded as a result of discussions with BRAC 
pcrsormtL Missile launchers arc not always part af guidance and control syskm and are not 
discussEd s c p d y  in the Army scenario, zkretbre, art assumed to be incNdcd as they wue in 
the 1993 BRAC dedi011 Again &is scamio exdudes the Patriot and Hawk s y s t ~ ~ ~ ,  all-up- 
raund worlclds, and MiivexiYSiQwinder persoxd and cas. 

SCENARIO B: GUIDANCE 9 C ~ O L  ( G ~ c ,  - ~ A B L Z  LAONCZERS . 
IIWl(bOPIPPtrid and HawW COBRADATA 

Scanaxio C, fidancu and control traasfer npresen~3 what Hill AFB understands as airborne 
launched missiles whichiacludc Maverick. Sidewinder, Spanow, and Phoenix Again, Maverick 
and S i d d  penomel and costs atx excIuded since they are at KO AFB. Othar systems such 
a s ~ , H ~ a n d H a n n a r t ~ y r c p ~ b y ~ ~ .  these sysnms 
become organicaIIy repaid Hill A.FJ3 would be the depat. 

SCENARIO C: G m A N C P  AlW CONTROL (G&Q TRANSBeR COBRA DATA 

ROI YEAR 

h ~ a d i n ~  

1-TIME COST 
@aO) 

m,m 
TRMmER - 
FROM To 
LEAD EI~~~AFB 

Scum& D shows tke Mavaick sad Sidewinder am c u r r d y  =Hill AFB. 

NPV 2015 
(000) 
(s;u3.nz) 

PmWNNEL 
.SBNARIO 
~ A F B  
(Wtbbiovr. 226 PE FY99) 

NPV2015 ' 

CfU433)  

SCENARIO D: MAYEEUCXAND SXDEWHDER -0 TR-WSFER (COBBANOT USED) 

ROl Y u J t  

. brnnadiatc 
i 

1-T?MPI COST 
(OW 

514.483 

T s k N $ ~  
FROM TO 

HillAFB LEAD 

1 .  

@4% Mauq 14 PE PY99) 

PERSOPINEL 
SCENABIO 
=A€B 

'NPV 20l5 
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WA .- 
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Jlnmedbte 

I-TDlE COST 

Glfooa) 
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LEAD HillAFB 

PERSOPWEXI 
SCENARIO 
m A F B  
Wwn0ad.re-e 



















Alternative 
Solution 









































































Hill AFB LEAD ANAD 



















Hill AFB r 

Jeannie Hathenbruck 
24 May 1995 

/integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today / 



- 

- 

- 
Hill AFB 

Overview 

*Background 

*Full Service Support 

*Alternative Solution 

*Conclusions 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Hill AFB 

Background 

DoD Recommended ~lds6ng Letterkenny (LEAD) 
BRAC 93 Consolidated Tactical Missiles at LEAD 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 1 

- *FY95 
Army Recommended Realignment of LEAD 
Maintenance Depot 

a DoD Tactical Missile Recommendation Fragments 
Consolidation Efforts 



Hill APB 

Hill AFB Missile Support C 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Current Interservicing 
TechnicalIEngineering 

Maverick - (Navy, Mari 
Paveway - (Mod - Navy, 
Harm - (Navy containers) 
AIM-9 - (Navy, USAF) 

*Testing 
Paveway - Maverick - AMRAAM (Navy, USAF) 
HARM - (Navy, USAF) 
Sparrow - (Navy, USAF) 

*Depot 
Maverick - Sidewinder - Paveway - SLAM 
Launchers (Navy, Marines) 
HARM Containers (Navy) 

I 1 1  l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

Missiles of the Future 

*Consolidation Decision 

Locations 

*Tactical Missiles of the Future Will Include 
Stealth Technology 

Hill AFB Has Only Missile Stealth 
Capability in DOD Today 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today ( 



Alternative 
- 

Solution 

- 
Hill AFB 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Hill AFB 

Alternative Solution 
*Hill AFB Provides a Vi 

35 Years of Missile Exp 

USAF Consolidated Workload at Hill AFB 1970's 

Significant Amount of DoD Organic Tactical 
Missile Workload 

122,000 DLH GCS (53% of DoD Tactical Missile) 
- Currently Produce 2700 Guidance Sections Annually 

624,000 DLH Launcher, Vehicle, and All Up 
Round Workload (Strategic and Tactical) 

I 

FULL SERVICE SUPPORT 
11ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today / 



Hill AFB 

MILCON 

*MILCON 
Patriot Radar Range 
Bldg 5 BayP Mezzanine $0.44 M 
Bldg 22 14 $0.35 M 

-- - _- --- 
_-- ___--- 

*Storage - NO MILCON ( &by 
.-- / 7 

L_ _ -  - 

Total MILCON 

I1ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 
- 

Equipment Transfer 
*LEAD Estimate (May 95 

a Included PATRIOT and Estimate by 
LEAD $4.4M 

Calculated Transfer: $750K 

*Other Systems (1 3) 
*PATRIOT and HAWK 

Hill AFB Estimate 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Inventory Transfer and FAT 

*LEAD Estimate May 1 
(Includes PATRIOT an 

Maverick, Sidewinder, and Standard Inventory 
Transfer Cost Is Seen As Equivalent to PATRIOT 
And HAWK. 

Inventory Transfer Cost 

First Article Test (FAT) 



Training 
*All Systems 

(Except PATRIOTand 
a LEAD Budget $5.4M 

' J2*" 
a Basic Training - All Systems -$I .9M - 

...--- c d  h,qh+- aAW7 

a PATRIOT and HAWK (LEAD) 
TOTAL 

I * PATRIOT & HAWK 
a LEAD Training: $67K per PE (328 PE) $22M 
a Hill AFB Training Estimate: $40K per PE $ 5M 

Train 50% PE (20% PCS, 30% Remain) 
Hill AFB ACM $36K per PE 

Hill AFB Training Anticipated 
l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 1 



Hill AFB 
I - 

Basic Skills Readily Available 

*Labor Pool 
a Past and Current ~ e a l i ~ r b d n t s  
a Dorn Memo 
a Associate Degrees per Year 

Vocational School Graduates 
a Hercules/Alliant TechSystems, Thiokol, Williams 

International 

*Available Skilled Labor Pool (FY96-99) 
Exceeds 2,000 People (Hill AFB People) 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

Facilities and Capacity 

Minimal Costs Because &x13?xisting Raised Floors, 
HVAC, Clean Rooms, etc. 
Estimated Upgrade Cost: 

>Repair Capacity 
I I Current Inert 

Expandable by 
Current Explosive 

Expandable by 

11ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

O&M And OPA Equipment 
Personnel PCS 

O&M and OPA E q u i p m e w  
a Hill Estimate 

(Army BRAC Agreed To $2.8M May 95) 

1 PCS 
a FY95 LEAD End Strength: 505 PE 
a 20% PCS When Workload Transfers: 153 PE 

PCS Cost 

/integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

Personnel 

Excludes 86 PE (GCS w w o r k  at Hill AFB) 
Excludes PE For Hawk M ~ a t r i o t  Mod FY98-99 

Need to Hire (Over 5 Years): 613 
Welding, Sheetmetal, Electrical, etc. 

/ *From Whence ? 
Hill AFB RIF: >600 Sept 1995 
Dorn Memo: >I600 Over 5 years 

899 DMBA Being Released 
Plus 

Tooele AD BRAC 93 Realignment (Mechanics) 
Local Area Skill Pool 
DDO BRAC 95 Potential Closure 

I I 

I~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Bottom Line Costs 

*MILCON 
*Equipment Transfer 3. 
*Inventory Transfer 3.106M 3.1M 
*FAT 1.063M 1.1M 
*Training 17.5 M ** 28.OM* 
*Facility Mod .989M 7.8M* 
*O&M & OPA Equip 3.2 16M 2.8M 
*PCS 5.4 M 5 1 .OM* 
*TOTAL $37.76 M $225.1M 
**Excessive by About $9M 
ICS Not Included (Maverick - $72M; Patriot $84M) 

I I- /integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

Recurring Cost Avoidance 

Based on Cost Comparability Handbook and 

Hill AFB 

Army Reported Depot Hourly Rates 

LEAD 

TOAD 

$58.3 1 

1 Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I I 

ANAD 

$52.06 

Hill AFB 

$49.38 

/ 

LEAD 

$65.33 

$69.27 $101.33 

4 L);. Depot Maintenance Opeiations indicator Report 
t ,' 

,/ , 5/ FY93/1 - FY94/2 Latter 4 Qtr Average Rates 



Collocated Storage Needed Only to Meet Repair 
Requirements 



Hill AFB 
7 

DoD Stockpile Optimization P1 ~ 
*Depot Tiering Concept // 

a Tier 1 - Full Service 
First 30 Days Contingency Response 
Support DoD Training Needs 
Maintenance 
Demil 

a Tier 2 - War Reserve 
D +3 1 Response 

a Tier 3 - Static Storage 
*All Services and OSD Participated and Agreed 
*Precision Guided Munitions Will be Stored in 

Tier 1 Depots (4 Are Identified) 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 

East 

CAAP 
BGAD 
ANAD 
LEAD 

SEAD 

Central 

MCAAP 

RRAD 

SVAD 

Tier 

1 

2 

3 

West 

TEAD 

HWAAP 

SIAD 



Hill AFB 

Power Projection 
DeDot Container ~rea- Total 
ANAD 1,040 STIDay (SMID~~ 1,840 
BGAD 2,080 v 6 0  5,840 
CAAP 780 
HWAAP 923 
LEAD 520 
MCAAP 3,900 
RRAD 728 
SEDA 104 
SIAD 1,144 
SVDA 1,989 
TEAD 1,170 

I 1 1  llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 
- 

Tactical Missile Storage 

*Armv BRAC 1 d e n t i f i e d M W ~ o r  Collocated 
~act:cal Missile s t o r a g V  
a LEAD Reported 275K Ft2 Of Missiles At LEAD 

*Total Actual DoD Requirement is 
Questionable and ~ l u i d  tp4b Y , 
a USAF Requirement at LEAD: 62K Ft2 qdp.ti P - )  

a Navy Requirement: 0 (Stored at Coastal Depots) 
Army Requirement: 33 8K Ft2 (4 Systems) 

*The Only Required Collocated Storage IAW 
DoD Plan is to Meet Repair Requirements 

Hill AFB Available Missile Storage: 187,000 Ft2 

llntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



Hill AFB 

Schedule 
/ 1 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2C 
ID Task Name Q l l Q 2 1 Q 3 1 Q 4  Q l l Q 2 1 Q 3 1 Q 4  ~ 1 1 ~ 2 1 ~ 3 1 ~ 4  Q, Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 ~ 2  
1 GUIDANCE 

I 

3 HARM 
I I I I I I I 

4 MAVERICK* I I I I I I 
PHOENIX 

SIDE WINDER* 
I 

7 SPARROW 

8 LAUNCHERNEHICLE 

9 ATAS BOTTLES 

10 ATASIAVENGER 

11 AVENGER 

12 DRAGON 

13 HAWK 

14 LCSS 

15 MLRS 

i l6 i PATRIOT 

17 

18 *WORKLOAD IN PLACE 
- 

I I I 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 



I Hill AFB 

Schedule (cont) 

It ID Task Name Q l  I Q2 I Q3 I Q4 Q1 1 Q2 1 Q3 ( Q4 Q1 1 Q2 1 Q3 1 Q4 Q1 1 Q2 1 Q3 1 Q4 QI ~2 ~3 
16 LAUNCHERNEHICLE (con t) 

It l7 
SHILLELAGH 

1 1  l8 i TOW BVFS 

111 TOW COBRA 
I I I I I I 

)IT) TOW I1 

21 ALL UP ROUND 

22 ATACMS 

23 HARM 

24 HAWK 

25 HELLFIRE 
- 

26 - 

27 PHOENIX 

28 RED RIVER 

SIDEWINDER 

SPARROW 

IIntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 1 





Hill AFB 

Conclusions 
*Tactical Missile C 

I I Hill AFB 
a Can Accommodate ~ n t i r e ~ ~ o ~  Workload 
a Provides Full Service Support 
a Postured for Future Technologies (Stealth) 
a Minimizes Impact to the Customer 

Meet Original BRAC Schedule 

1 1 1  Millions Less - Recurring Costs Avoidance 

l~ntegrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today I 





Dc& AN.4LYST SOTES 
BR4C CO3IZfISSION 

BR4C 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL 
T.4CTIC.4L 3IISSlI-E COSSOLIDATION 

IXTRODUCTION: On 26 April 1995, the BRAC Coinmission directed the . h y  to examine a 
BR4C 93 re-direct proposal to move the taciiczl iissile consolidation from Lecerkenny Amy 
Depot (LEAD) in Chambersberg, PA to Hill . G B  in Ogden, UT (Tab A). Dur i~g  1-2 May 1995, 
a team of Air Force and , h y  personnel conducied a re~iew of consolidated tzctical missile 
requirements 2nd a site sumey of facilities 2t Kill .&I. This team had only f o x  daj*s to conduct 
this analysis and document the results; therefore, ihe results u e  to be considered approximate to 
frame this proposal for the BWiC Commission's .Add heuing. 

SCOPE: The scope of this analysis relates to ~ 5 e  re-direct of a BRAC 93 LEW requiring the 
consolidation of all tacticd missiles listed in the "Green Book" for DoD at LESD. The BRAC 93 
initiative included receipt, disassembly, missile riiitmce, zssembly, storage, md distribution. 
Currently, 15 of 25 system have transferred to hze rkexy  at a cost of $25 f\.L This proposal 
directs this workload to be moved to Hill AFB, Ogden, UT. Additionally, the BR4C 95 
proposals to downsize Air Force Air Logistics Caters (-4LC) and the Closure of Red River . b y  
Depot @IUD) must be taken into c o n s i d d o n  k a u s e  of the impacts on the work force znd 
other tactical missile workload being displaced. Tne totd FY 99 workload rqcired to be 
corsiderd is 1,493 KDLH, of which 12 1 KDLX not trzasferrtxl from Hill .kB to LEAD. 

a) Realign Letterkenny by relocating t a t i d  missile workload including missile 
disassembly a d  s z o q e ,  and maintenance md mztrol systems from Letterkenny . h y  Depot to 
Hill Air Force Base. Trmsfer ground support equipment and d e r y  mainterice workloads to 
meet DoD requirements and stationing strategy. Wain an enclave at Letterkenny for 
conventibnal ammunition storage. 

b) Close Letterkenny by relocating tactjczl missile workload including missile disassembly 
md storage, and maintenance and control systems fiom Letterkenny Army Depot to Hill Air 
Force Base. Transfer ground support equipment, d e r y  maintenance workloads and 
conventional storage to meet DoD requirements znd stationing strategy. (No Storage enclave) 

BIETHODOLOGY: The following methodolog was used to develop the financial 
consideration of the scenarios stated above. The starting point of this methodolog was the Air 
Force proposal to consolidate alI tactical missiles 2t Hill AFB (Tab B). It was established early on 
that this proposal could not be used in total because the basis for the Air Force study was the 
taaical missile consolidation plan used at LEAD. The failure to recognize the existing workload 

j at LEAD on Patriot and Hawk C 658 KDLH) resulted in under estimating appro~mately half of 
the workload to be considered. However, it did provide a basis to conduct this analysis. LEAD 



pro\ided the team a set of requirements based on  here knoupled_ce of the required missile systems 
I.\\V their implementation plan to accept this u.orklozd. follo\ved by a site \isit of available 
facilities at Hill ,4FB. Detailed discussion follo\sed to examine the specific aspects of the facilities 
to meet the requirements and other related cons io rsloczte the missile workload. Hill AFB 
personnel, consulting with LEAD personnel, developed m estimate ofthe cost fzctors to accept 
the workload at Hill ,4FB (Tab C). A reiiew of 1k.t es~imz'ie u.as conducted Sy :he , h y  Basins 
Study office in conjunction with representati\pes of .kr Force Air Staff and OSD. Some 
adjustments were made on the AF estimates 2nd additional costs were based on clarification 
instructions from the BRAC commission. These a?justments will be discussed below. Once 
these cost factors were developed, a COBR4 wt'>.sis u . 2 ~  conducted to deterine the cost 
impacts of this proposal. 

COST FACTORS: 

1) IVORKLOAD: The workload estimates used in this znalysis wzs q e e d  on during 
the meeting on 2 May 95. This totd workload wu enablished to be 1,493 KDLH of which 121 
KDLH currently is located at Kili AFB md h u  not been trznsferred to LEAD 5om Hill AFB. 
Therefor, the net workload required to be transfeiid to Hill AFB is 1,272 KDLH. 

2) TI35 FR1,.?1E: The time h e  to execute this proposal by the -4.5 Force was 
adjusted one year to conduct the enviromentd h?act  Survey @IS) that is required by Law 
before any recommendation can be executed. 

3) PERSONh'EL: The methodology to deternine personnel requirements wzs 
established by using the Joint Cross-Senice Group for Depot Maintenance (JCSG-DM) 

- procedure of dividing the FY 99 direct labor workload by 161 5 hours per yea.  Lndirect personnel 
requirement were cdcdated by ?king 17% of the direct labor requirement and bzse operations 
support (BASOPS) was computed at 2% of the totd direct and indirect labar rquirements. The 
Air Force BASOPS method of calcuIation u.zs used to be consistent other -43 Force 
recommendations, since the gaining installation is .kir Force. 

u&ng the method discussed above, the number of people required to meet the additional 
tactical missile workload is: 

Direct 788 (1,272, 000 / 161 5) 
Indirect 134 (.I7 * 788) 
BASOPS - 19 /788 +I34 * .02) 
Total 94 1 

The Air Force estimate stated that no additional people would be required to meet this 
increased workload. This was based on a stated reduction due to the Air Force BRAC 9 5  
recommendations and actual manpower strengths at the .ALC (current approved R E  for 600 
employees effective 1 Oct 95 plus a revised Air Force BRAC recommendation elimination of 635 
personnel). The figure was adjusted due to the following reasons: 

a) XAW the methodology prescribed by the JCSG-DM and supported by OSD, the 



,my used certified Air Force Ivorkload figures submitted to the JCSG-DM as a starting point. 
The certified total workload a t  Ogden for FY 95 ivas 5.256,292 DLH and reduced to 4,938,623 
DLH by FY 99. This was a reduction of 3 17,770 DLH or 197 people (3 17,770 1 161 5) that can 
be applied to the transferring \storkload to Hill AFB. These workload fipres \+.ere again certified 
to be correct to OSD on 4 Slay 95 by the .%r Force .%r Stzff, Logistics. ;/' 

b) An adjustment for the .4ir Force B U C  95 recommendation u.as directed by 
the BRAC Commission using the initial recommendation figures (Tab D). This adjustment directs 
that Hill AFB be increased in strength by 237 people. 

c) H ~ ~ ~ ' A F B  has r net gdn of 40 personnel by FY 99 (+?37 - 197). The R E  of 
600 people used by Hill AFB can not be considered beczcse they are progrziiiiied force 
reductions and would have been eliminated long before the Bk4C 95 re-direct would be started 
in FY 96. The difference between using the Air Force initial BRAC 95 recom~endation and their 
latest proposal was a commission decision. 

The personnel figures used in this propod requires a transfer of 922 personnel from 
LEAD (direct (788) 2nd indirect (134)) to meet the mission requirements and a hiring increzse of 
59 personnel (19 + 40) at Ogden, UT to meet the B.UOPS and other mission ixmi.ses. 

4). MILCON: Hill .4FB ha cunently hzs approximately 1.5 MSQFT of excess space; 
therefor, there is little requirement for MILCON needed to meet the tactical missile requirements 
(500 - 600 KSQFT). The only exceptions zre the following: 

2) Missile Storage: Missile storzge is one of the requirements of the redirect 
scenario. The Air Force has provided data that s ~ p p a ~ ~  100,000 SQFT of ztzilzble explosive 
storzge with 70,000 SQFT open immediately uld the remaining 30,000 SQFT zvzilable over the 
next three years on Hill AFB and Oasis. The requirement for all tactical missile s t o q e  is 1 - 
MSQFT of ;nissile explosive storzge. 

, The Air Force position is to leave the remaining missile storage at LEAD, PA or 
Tooele Army Depot, UT. Clar5cation from the Commission indicated that tbe requirement is for 
storage on Hill AFB, Oasis or Tooele Army Depot (Tab E). Tooele -4rmy Depot is only 80 miles 
away, but is currently designated as a Tier I ammunition Depot (war reserve) and is program to be 
at 100% capacity. Given the Army BRAC 95 recommendations, there will be no existing igloo 
capacity to relocate the LEAD conventional ammunition (460 igloos). The onIy available 
buildable acres for storage would be at either Hawthorne, hTV or McAlester Anny Ammunition 
Plant, OK. AdditionaIIy, it would require a r e p r o - d n g  the entire regonal tiering program 
which would require a complete new study on ammunition storage for DoD, would reverse three 
Anny BIt4C 95 recomendations, and loss millions of dollars it has establishing this tiering- 
pro-mam. 

Military construction would be required to meet the additional 900,000 SQFT of, 
explosive storage (1,000,000 - 100,000) at Oasis storage site which is operated by Hill AFB ( 30 
air miles away). The cost of a Stradley Magazine was based on A .  4 15-1 7, dated 1980, and 



using a 5% inflation factor - S l 3  1 per SQFT. The cost of the additional storzge at Hill AFB 
\s.ould be S117.9 h i  (900,000 * 13 1) for rhe re~li-ment sc.enario and the cost of the closure 
scenario would require an zdditional consinlcrion of 460 icloos - at Hawthorne or I.lc.4lester at a 
c.ost of $1 50.8 hl .  The closure scena-io io!d cost for s10r2ce - would be S29S.7 31 (1 17.9 + 
180.8). 

b) New Construction for Rzdzr Test Site - Patriot: The requirement for a radar 
test facility could not be meet at Hill AFB z.d the .JLir Force programmed $5 10,000 in hlilLCON 
to meet the requirement. The A m y  had to build :he same site at Letterkenny in 19SS at a cost of 
51.8 h4. The cost used is the .hyTs 15% cost intlated S%/year, resulting in a $2 M hILILCON. 

c) ATACIIS UP Round Fzci!ix: The XTAChIS requiremen~s x e  a little diKerent 
due the containerized aspects and size of the round. Therefore, the Air Force proposed to house 
the ATAChllS in Bldg 2214 - a building ha~ing the floor space required and loczted in the 
amunition up round area. However, LE.4.D personnel report that the building uiU require 
extensive modifications to meet the requirements of the mission and was scheduled to be 
demolished or converted to inert storaze (no3 explosive storzge). The buildh_e wts reported to 
be under review by the Hill AFB explosive d e t y  oSce to determine if it should have a live 
munitions operation and therefore, have an explosive license. The building is adjacent to a Krll 
-4FB natural gas vent area and POL facility '~*hich impedes it's a n e n t  munitiors hazard 
clzssi5cztion1lirnit of 425 Ibs, 1.1 per bay. Additio-d, numerous structural problems were 
repoxted by LEAD personnel to exist &om a d  consmaion, door size, ceiling height md bay ( 17 (9 
orientation LEAD indicates that the build ins^ is uJiikdy to ever be approvdwmered for the >J explosive safety rating to meet the ATACMS requirements. The Air Force ha proposed 
reaovation costs of $287 K for BLDG 2214 - the Amy's estimate is close to $2 M to renovate. 

11" 

-- The Air Force indicates if this building does not met the needs of the PEOPM .4TACMS, that -- 
another buildings will be provided. The ori-gid construction cost for the buildkg wts 
documented to cost $5.5 M. The method to resoIve this issue will be to use the DoD standard 
factor for renovation - 59% of construction cost. The renov2tion cost for ATACMS is 53.2 M 

Qe to-& construction/facility modification cast for the realignment sc-xsio will be 
$123.1 M (117.9 + 2 + 3.2) and the closure scenvio wilI be $303.9 M (1 17.9 + 2 + 3.2 + 180.8). 

', 
5. T M B T N G  COST: Training cost discussed at Hit1 AFB reflected LEAD best guess 

on this cost based on actual figures. This cost w u  estimated at $28.3 M The -4ir Force believes 
that this cost is inflated, specifically the Patriot 2nd Hawk training whkh was estimted $22 M. 
The Air Force estimate was 517.4 ,M. The Army's estimate was based on relocz~ion of some of 
the experience personnel. The estimate used in the model is the difference bemeen the two at 
519.6 M. 

/ I .  
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6.  KXVENTORY TR4KSFER: The inventory transfer cost ($1.8 %Q provided by the 
Air Force used an estimated cost for Patriot ($50,000). This cost was not available during the 
meeting at Hill AFB but was subsequently provided at a cost of $3.1 M. The inventory cost was 
adjusted to $4.9 M (1.85 - .05 + 3.1). 



7. OTI-IER COSTS: The follo~\ing costs were re\-iewed at Ell AFB x d  added to the 
scenario. The costs are: 

Equipment Transfer S 7 3 31 
First k i c l e  Testing $ 1.1 31 
Equi~ment ~urchzse S 2.7 3.1 
Total S1l.l 3I 

8. COST SOT LKCLUDED: There x e  severzl costs thzt need hnher in\.estigatjon to 
determine if the cost exists or should be included. The are: 

a) Intermediate Contract Cost (ISC): To maintain system readiness during 
transition, a common practice by the PEO community is to h n d  ISC. There u e  other methods to 
maintain readiness Iike increasing production znd srocking sufficient stocks. The method used is a 
PEO decision. Both methods can require substaitizl cost: for example, the D3IRD decision to 
move Hawk and Patriot in 1991 resulted in a $84.5 M ISC cost. The Anny z;id Air Force have 
experience sirniIar costs for all missile systems. However, there is a current dl-edve that require 
the Senices to absorb these costs. OSD is currently examining this directive in Light of BRAC. 
Therefor, ISC costs have not been included or e s i i e d .  

b) Relocation Costs; In accordwce with standard BRAC methods, relocation 
costs to vacate space needed for a BRAC recommendation are n o d y  included. in a &o. 
Due to the time constraints, the estimated cost to vacate existing space and reconfigure the space 
for the tactical missile mission has not been included, nor has the transportation cost, 
recor6guation w;t or storage cost associated with the movement of Minutema missiles to 
Navajo National Guard Depot, AZ to free up&e 30,000 SQFT of missile storqe igloos to meet 
the Air Force 1 00,000 SQFT a d a b l e  figure. ne i r  is no stated intent to move the missiles, but 
conversation at I-IiII AFB indicated that such a move was required and discussion with the Arizona - 
National Guard took pIace. The estimated costs to -4riLona to receive and store 30,000 SQFT of 
Minuteman motors are $242,000 for receipt and norage, $1,606,000 for facilities modification, 
2nd a r e c d g  storzge cost of $225,000. No tr~nsportation costs were provided. 

c) Other MILCON: Not included in this scenario is any added MECON for 
family housing, administrative space, or child development centers that may be required due to the 
increase of people transfemng to Hi11 AFB. 

9. COST AVOIDANCE: Fieen  of the 29 missildrnissile configurztjons have 
transferred to Letterkenny as of April 1995. During FY 95, an additional 6 systemskystem 
configurations will be transferred, followed by 3 systems in FY 96, and the final 5 systems in FY 
97. 

A total of $16.1 million has been spent in FY 94, of which $4.5 million is construction to 
complete 3 of 4 projects. The balance of hnding is split between $1.7 million in procurement 
funds and $9.9 million in operations and maintenance, h y  (OMA) hnds. There has been an 
additional $10 million in O M .  dollars that have been obligated in M 95. Total expendetures and 



obligations are 5 6 . 1  51 of the projected $51.1 S t  ~ h e  diference ~ i l l  result in a 5 25 M cost 
ztaidance. 

A drd? DoD IG audit ofthe BRAC 93 missile conmlidation indicates ~ h r t  the 540 hl  of 
ihe projected 511.1 XI total will be obligated reducing the cost avoidance to 54.1 5.1. However, 
since the lrtest Joint Senices \!'orking Group on Tactical Sfisrile Consolidation briefed the 
55 1 .1  hi  figure - this study will use the S25 hl cost a\foidznce. 



Docull~ent Separator 



Guidance and Control Workload Definitions 

'(Curr 
The scope of the overhaul / repair requirements focus on complete dngnostic testing down to component level. The 
depth of repair is assumed to be down to components that are throw-away. All others are expected to be fixed 
unless other-wised directed. 

AMRAAM (Advance Medium Range Air to Air Missile): Guidance and control electronic components which 
include inertial autopilot midcourse guidance with active radar homing terminal and digital programmable signal 
processor allowing software adjustments for target discrimidon and to counter ECM. 

HARM (High-speed Anti-Radiation Missile): Guidance and cofltrol electronic components utilizes passive board 
band radar seeker characteristics. Programmable microprocessor. Autopilot platform. 

Maverick Missile: Guidance and control electronic components utilizes passive imaging infixed, closed circuit 
television homing system, and passive laser seeker technologies. 

Phoenix Missile: Guidance and control utdizhg semi-active radar midcourse assisted by inertial autopilot, and 
active pulse Doppler radar homing. Digital computer. 

Sidewinder Missile: Guidance and control utdmng amplitude modulated I frequency modulated infrared 
homing head with a closed-cycle cryogenic cooling system. Gyro component overhaul required. 

SLAM (Stand-off Land Attack Missile): Guidance and control components included inertial guidance system 
with a active radar and adds the imaging infked seeker assembly. 

Sparrow Missile: Semi-active radar guidance. Programmable microprocessor to adjust for attack environment. 

Standard: Semi-active radar guidance incorporating terminal guidance with digital computer, incorporates inertial 
guidance in course with command position update (data link). 

Launcher and Vehicle Workload Definitions 

ATACMS (Army Tactical Missile System): Missile 1 Launcher pod assembly 

Stinger: Training / Support equipment 

Avenger: Remote control unit, Avenger control elect (ACE), FLIR, Laser range finder, sight electronics. 

ATAS 1 Avenger: Audio video tracker, launcher electronic assembly, interfke electronics assembly. 

Dragon: Circuit Card Assembly, Tracker Test Set, Night Tracker, NUTATOR and Signal Comparator. 

HAWK: Pulse Acquisition Radar, Battery command post, Launchers, Loaders, Trailers. 

Hellfire: Launchers 

LCSS: We believe this workload has multiple mobile structures formulatmg a large complex. Components could 
range fiom embedded components to Ml structures overhaul. 



MLRS: Circuit Card Assembly, Keyboard Assembly, E l d o n  transmission, boom extension actuator, boom 
control box. Electronic, mechanical, and hydraulic LRU's 

Patriot: We believe the workload consist of Patrid Launcher System c-cqmmts line replaceable units (LRUs) 
that are removed and either shipped to other repair operations off base or overhauled and tested at the depot site. 
Repair of the basic vehicle structure is required. 

Shillelagh: We believe the workload consist of some type tester repair and possibly some components associated 
with projectile 1 missile. 

TOW 11: We believe the workload consist of personnel launcher, and associated embedded optical components. 

TOW BVFS: We believe the workload consist of Bradley vehicle launcher and associated embedded optical 
components. 

TOW Cobra: We believe the workload consist of Cobra helicopter launchers and associated embedded optical 
components. 

Other 

ATAS Bottles: Argon gas filled cylinder used to move missile fins. 



Hi AFB 
Tactical Missile Consolidation 

Response to BRAC Staff Questions 

Question 3. How did we develop the breakout of hours for the DoD guidance and control section (GCS) 
workload? 

Source: Mr. Woody Knobel, LIWG, DSN 777-7679, Mr. Bob Dandoy, LIWP, DSN 777-8048, Mr. Larry 
Sugihara, FMCB-1, DSN 777-8456, Ms Julia Demnan, GAO, weapons system contractors and system program 
managers, Tactical Missile Consolidation Implemenhtion Plan, May 1994, and associated documents. Workload 
hours are based on FY99. 

Methodology: The workloads originally scheduled for consolidation at M r k e n n y  Army Depot (LEAD), 
documented in the Tactical Missile Consolidation Plan For LEQD, 31 Jan 92, were evaluated to iden* those 
workloads with GCS. Data obtained f b m  various texts and individuals (e.g., Jane 's Weapon Systems, Program 
Managers, and contractors) were used in our analysis to determine workload technologies. A synopsis of our 
analysis is provided following the Guidance and Control Workload Definitions, Figure 3-1, following the 
conclusion section. The technology of each GCS workload was determined and compared to technologies available 
at Hill AFB to assure that the workload could be integrated into the existing mahtmauce work and infrastructure. 
As a final check, each of the workloads listed in the 3 1 January 92 report, was compared to workload data 
f i s h e d  in a February 1995 document provided by the Tactical Missile Consolidation Joint Service Workmg 
Group. Each tactical missile workload was in turn reviewed to determine what portion, if any, of that workload 
was GCS. As an example, the repair workload for Air Force Maverick was listed at 27,700 direct labor hours 
(DLH) all of which is GCS repair. 

From the source data, the amount and location of each workload was calculated and totaled. Current locations for 
the workloads were determined to be at Hill AFB, UT, Le#erkenny Army Depot, PA, Marine Corps Depot, 
Barstow, CA, contractor facilities, or another depot facility. After determining the workload's current location, the 
workloads were totaled and the percent of the total GCS workload at each repair location was calculated. 

Conclusion: Analysis of the workloads determined that there are over 200K DLH (based on FY99 
projections) of GCS repair within the total tactical missile workload of which 53% is presently 
accomplished at Hill AFB. Skills to accomplish more workload are also readily available at Hill. 

GCS Skills. 
With years of airborne avionics, tactical missile, and strategic missile experience our personnel have a core 
knowledge base to ensure rapid stand-up time for any of the GCS repair identifled with this workload. While the 
GCS systems presently assigned to Hill AFB do not require radar technology, extensive radar skills remain at Hill 
AFB. Many of our F-4 and F-16 radar technicians began their careers on the AIM-4, radar guided tactical missile. 
Due to their expertise, the vintage system remained a viable Air Force weapon until decommissioned about 1986. 
Table 3-1 demomtmtes, by weapon system, the skills required for each of the guidance systems considered in this 
workload. The areas marked with "XX" iden* the skills required; those with the shaded background are basic 
skills used by our cer&iiied technicians presently assigned to our GCS repair depot. 



I Hill AFB I 
XX xx LEAD 

Spmw (N] XX XX LEAD 
Table 3-1. Guidance and Control Systems - Workload Technology Comparisons. Hill AFB provides 
personnel with over 20 years of GCS specialized experience and over-35 yea& of missile experi- for all 
of the unique skills required to support the tactical missile consolidation. 

(Note 1): Require basic, analog, digital, inkgrated electronic skills to support numerous 
weapons including tactical missile systems. 

w (Note 2): Maverick, Guided Bombs, and Reconnaissance sensor use infrared and imaging 
infrared technologies. 

(Note 3): Maverick, Guided Bombs, and Reconnaissance sensor use electro-optics 
technology. 

(Note 4): F-4, APQ-120, and the F-16, APG-66 and 68 radar systems and their 
associated components require fidl range radar repair and test. Full functional 
testing is completed on automated test equipment and indoor radar ranges. 

(Note 5): Sidewinder GCS and numerous navigational ccmpmts associated with 
tactical missiles and aircraft systems with related technologies. 

(Note 6): Maverick missiles, PAVEWAY I, II guided bombs are some of the systems 
processed at Hill AFB that integrate laser and laser related technologies 

Hill AFB is the present source of repair (SOR) for the Sidewinder, Maverick, and SLAM Missiles for all 
Services. With the combined 121,000 DLH of Maverick and Sidewinder GCS workload, Hill AFB 
provides SOR support for 53% of DoD organic tactical missile GCS requkments where LEAD supports 
8%. The GCS workload distribution is documented in Table 3-2. The 39% presently at the contractor will 
transfer to the DoD organic depot during the FY98-99 time fr;une. 



relocation of the GCS workload to Hill AFB would &ult in the least disruption to the DoD guidance and con& 
sections workload. 
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An analysis of the GCS workload demomtrata that most of it is b e i i  accolnplished at Hill AFB. If the workload 
continues to be consolidated at LEAD, over 53% will be disrupted with direct impact on customer readiness. In the 
event that the DoD r e c o w o n  to the 95 BRAC is accepted and the work moves aga i~  to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot (TOAD), the entire DoD organic repair capabllrty will be disrupted. In view of the work presently 
perfomxd at Hill AFB and Hill's ability to accept the total tactical missile repair workload (includmg launchers, 
vehicles, and GCS), the move to TOAD and M t s  of the origmal consolidation at LEAD must be re-evaluated. 

GCS Direct Labor Personnel. 
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The Hill AFB depot has a demonstrakd performance with an annual yield of 1646 hours for each of our direct 
labor technicians. Tbis historically d e m e  yield in tactical missile GCS repair, enhances our forecasting 
capability and allows operation with fewer personnel than may be required at depot with unproven performance on 
tactical missile GCS processing. Hill AFB requires 12 &ti& p e k l  to k t  the &S workload f i ~ m  
LEAD. Conversely, LEAD will require 300 p e m l  to complete the GCS scheduled tor transfer to Tobyhanna 

*-*. Our GCS p e m l  requirements are d m  in Table 3-3 on the following page. The direct 
labor personnel immediately available for GCS depot operations are identified in the shaded area. 
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Table 3-2. Guidance and Control Workload Comparisons. Based on the GCS workload hourlv distribution. 
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(Transfer FY 98) 
31.6 19 

weap~l 
s+ 

*Currently Employed 
Table 3-3. Guidance and Control Workload Direct Labor P e r s o d  Comparisons. Our 
d e m o d  high annual yield of 1646 DLH has been obtained by contiuually implementing process 
improvements reducing end item cost to our customers. 

It should be noted that the 90 personnel required to accomplish the current (FY95) DoD tactical missile GCS 
workload, 78 or 86.7% are trained in their systems and are now employed at Hill AFB. 

Service FY99 
DL& 
(coo) 

D i ; r e c t L h P d  
Requid 
mum 



Guidance and Control Workload Definitions 

The scope of the overhaul / repair requirements focus on complete diagnostic testing down to component level. 
The depth of repair is assumed to be down to components that are listed in the technical order as throw-away. 
All others are expected to be repaired unless other-wise directed. 

AMRAAM (Advance Medium Range Air to Air Missile): Guidance and control electronic components which 
include inertial autopilot midcourse guidance with active radar homing terminal and digital programmable signal 
processor allowing software adjustments for target discrimination and to counter electronic counter measures 
(ECM). 

HARM (High-speed Anti-Radiation Missile): Guidance and control electronic components utilizes passive 
board band radar seeker characteristics. Programmable microprocessor. Autopilot platform. 

Maverick Missile: Guidance and control electronic components utilizes passive imaging infrared, closed circuit 
television homing system, and passive laser seeker technologies. 

Phoenix Missile: Guidance and control utilizing semi-active radar midcourse assisted by inertial autopilot, and 
active pulse Doppler radar homing. Digital computer. 

Sidewinder Missile: Guidance and control utilizing amplitude modulated 1 frequency modulated infrared 
homing head with a closed-cycle cryogenic cooling system. Gyro component overhaul required. 

SLAM (Stand-off Land Attack Missile): Guidance and control components included inertial guidance system 
with a active radar and adds the imaging infrared seeker assembly. 

Sparrow Missile: Semi-active radar guidance. Programmable microprocessor to adjust for attack environment. 

Figure 3-1 Guidance and Control Workload Definitions 

The above listed tactical missile systems were determined to contain guidance and control section repair 
workloads data was primarily obtained from Jane 's Weapon Systems 1985-86, The World's Missile Systems, 
Eighth Edition Aug 88, and data contained in LEAD'S Status of Tactical Missile Consolidation 3rd Qtr 94. 

CERTIFICATION 

I certify the information provided in question 3 of this response is complete and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. 

Signature /-+- Date 



Hi AFB 
Tactical Missile Consolidation 

Response to BRAC Staff Questions 

Question 4. How can we compare Hill AFB with LEAD? 
Due to the length of the response, it is divided into two parts, (A) Labor Rates, and (B) Learnrng Curve. 

A. Labor Rate 

Source: Ms Connie Penrod, FMCF, DSN 777-7605, Mr. Greg Adams, FMCF, DSN 777-0163, cost data 
and hours were extracted from the FY94 Budget General Ledger (BGL). Adjustments to cost were based 
on the budgeted and actual expemes for that category. Actual labor costs in conjunction with adjustments 
were extraded from the G037G Labor Cosbng System. Depot Maintenance Operations Indicators Report, 
I* Quarter FY93 through 2"d Quarter FY94, pgs. 15, 18,81,84. All documentation has been accumulated 
for review andlor audit. 

Methodology: The Hill AFB cost analysis is based on a years worth of cost data. FY94 was used as the 
base line for the cost analysis. comparing rates between the Services is often diflicult because of how each 
Service funds for diEerent support functions. Our analysis documents rates from two sources. Rates 
developed fiom the Depot Mahtenance Operations Indicators Report are based on the average of the last 
four fiscal quarters reported in the Labor Hour Cost Table, Actual Labor Hour Cost Row. 

Material and other associated costs often are included in Depot Maintenance indicators that are a product 
of workload rather than actual costs. Therefore, we completed a second comparison. The analysis reflects 
current costs at the Center level and has been accomplished IAW the Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
Cost Comparability Commitkes, Cost Comparability Handbook, 10 August 1993. 

In order to do a more equitable comparison of Hill AFB and LEAD costs, some cost adjustments were 
made IAW the Cost Comparability Handbook, 10 August 1993. These are outlined below. 

a. Industrial Health Services have been removed for this analysis. The Air Force identifies this as 
a funded cost whereas the Army's costs are unftded. 

b. Contract Administration has been removed from the cost analysis for all competed workloads 
that Hill AFB has won through competition. This is IAW the Cost Comparability Handbook, 10 August 
1993. 

c. Military Non-Depot Time is an AF funded expense. The Army identifies this as an unfhded 
expense, therefore these costs have been removed for comparison purposes. 

d. D o w n s m R A  Costs have been isolated so that the impact to the rate is visible. It is our 
understandug the Army has excluded these costs so for comparison purposes Hill AFB has excluded them 
from their rate. 

e. HQ AFMC directed pmfit/loss has not been included in this analysis. Directed profitfloss will 
affect the rates but will not affect the actual cost. 

f. Direct material cost is a function of the assigned workload, rather than the hourly cost, and 

w would be assumed at any depot, therefore, direct material costs were deleted from our rates. 



Conclusion: The use of either of the labor rate comparisons demonstrates Hill AFB provides the lowest 
rate between the depots being considered. Table 4-1 illustrates the Hill AFB average labor rate is based 
on the latest four quarters of actual performance documented in the Depot Maintenance Operations 
Indicator Reports. 

The rates in Table 4- 1 include costs that are a product of the work assignment rather than an indicator of 
rate, i.e., direct material, military non-depot time, etc. Our second analysis developed within the 
parameters of the Cost Comparability Handbook, 10 August 1993. The results continue to demonstrate 
the Hill AFB composite rate remains well below LEAD and the other two Army Depots, Table 4-2. 

Table 4-1. Average Labor Rate Comparison 
Hill AFB 
$69.27 

Further, by applying the rates to various parts of the program, provides insight into the impact of the 
labor rate difference. 

Table 4-2 Depot Labor Rate Comparison 

Buying Power Impact. The impact was computed using the FY94 cost comparability rates for LEAD 
and Hill AFB to the FY99 projected workload hours. The resulting difference demonstrates Hill AFB 
customers will increase their buying power by $13.5M over LEAD. 

LEAD 
$101.33 

Hill AFB 
$49.38 

Productivity Reduction. Hill AFB provides a very low productivity reduction loss that will result in a 
savings of $5.7M cost avoidance over three years. 

Difference 
32.06 

Table 4-3 illustrates the buying power impact to the customer for a full year of production and the impact 
based on the productivity reduction due to the learning curve. 

LEAD 
$65.33 

Table 4-3. Labor Rate Impact. 
94 Base Rate 

ANAD 
$52.06 

TOAD 
$58.3 1 

LEAD 

FY99 Earned Hrs 
845.4K - 

$ 
55.230M 

$lHr 
65.33 

- I I I I 

*Data extracted from Tables 4-4 and 4-5, which follow. 

Hill AFB 
Hill AFB Savings 

Extremely competitive labor rates at Hill AFB provide significant customer savings from initial startup 
throughout the life-cycle of each tactical missile system. 

Learning Curve 
LOSS 

(000) Hrs 
128.7* 

CERTIFICATION 

Learning Curve 
Loss 

$ 
8.408M 

49.38 
15.95 

I certify the information provided in question 4A of this response is complete and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. 

274424 1% d 

Date 

4 1.678M 
13.552M 

55.4* 
73.3 

2.736M 
5.672111 



B. Leaning Curve 

w Source: Mr. Philip Paskett, FMCB-1, DSN 777-5264, Mr. Larry Sugihara, FMCB-1, DSN 777-8456. 
Workload Hours Planned Transition Workload, February 1995, Briefing to Under Secretary of Defense 
Berteau, February 1993, Section 2, Assumptions, paragraph e, Leammg Curve. 

Methodology: The impact of the learning curve is a critical part of the workload transfer process. The 
Hill AFB learning curve analysis is based on the W r i c a l  productivity reduction standard for the tactical 
missile consolidation reported in the February 1993 briefing to Under Secretary of Defense Berteau, 
wherein a 26 percent, 1 2 p e r e  and 5 percent reduction was projected fbr the first three years of fd l  
pgducti& respectively. Our analysis fiuther separates the workload by basic skills required. This 
separation allows a clearer defhition of baseline knowledge and the expanded knowledge for the related 
technology, i.e. guidance and control sections (GCS), launcher, and vehicle skills. Our analysis used the 
concept of a three tier separation of basic skills: apprentice, junior, and journeyman. The separation of 
technologies and how our skills sepamtion was applied is provided in the subsequent paragraphs. 

GCS Technolop\! (electronic, electro-mechanical, infia-red, laser, optical, radar, etc.): The learning curve 
required is based on the knowledge level of the personnel to be assigned to the GCS repair, their knowledge 
of the specific system, and their associate knowledge base. For example, journeyman Air Force Maverick 
technicians require no learning curve on the Navy Maverick, nor the Marine Maverick. Their knowledge 
base would also place them with a minimal leanring curve on the Hellfire as there is only a smgle circuit 
card that is different between it and the Maverick. The GCS specialized skill would fiuther enhance their 
ability to rapidly learn other GCS processes required for other systems. 
place t-hem cian 

, 

V 
Launcher technolo (electru-mechanical, hydraulic, pneudraulic, pneumatic, etc.): The launchers are 
separated into several different categories: airborne, land vehicle mounted, and personnel held. The 
learning curve required is based on the knowledge level of the personnel to be assigned to the launcher 
repair, their knowledge of the specific system, and their associate knowledge base. Hill AFB is the SOR 
for over 20,000 hours of airborne launcher workload. The electronic, electrical, and hydraulic skills 
required in our assigned workload, coupled with our optical technicians, establish our personnel at the high 
junior or inte- learning level fbr this analysis. A similar analysis process was used where 
journeyman level personnel were assigned to like systems, junior personnel to systems with like skills base 
required, and apprentice where only the basic knowledge base had been developed. 

Vehicles. command centers. and erectors (vehiclhck mechanics, hydraulics, electru-mechanical, 
electricians, electronics, radar, etc.): The vehicle portion of this workload is fk from being clear cut. 
Ground based tactical missile systems provide moveable command posts, tracking systems, launchers, and 
the tactical missile. Maintained as a system the physia sepamt~on of the workload has been discouraged 
b? the Army and the associated hours not reported qarately. Therefore, the learning curve is more 
difficult to project. The learning curve required is based on the knowledge level of the personnel to be 
assigned to the vehicle, command, control and erector repair, their knowledge of the specific system, and 
their associated knowledge base. W AFB persormelk rrspeosible for & repair, &t.e~&~ce, 

The scppe of the 

mention a few, places our personnel well within the high junior or intemdiate learning level for the 

20 



projected workload. Our analysis incorporated the same baseline using technology and like systems as the 
basis for journeyman, junior, and apprentice levels. 

w Incorporating the projected productivity reductions of 26,12, and 5 percent, an apprentice would begin at 
the 26 percent level, junior at the 12 percent level, and journeyman at the 5 percent or zero level depending 
on the weapon system. For the analysis, begmmg with the base year, each individual will take one year to 
move from one level of productivity to the next until full output is attained. The higher the skills base, the 
shorter the learning curve, and the lower the productivity reduction. 

Learning Curve Definitions 

The learning curve addresses additional hours and costs associated with transferring workloads 
fiomonelocationtoanother 

Twenty-six (26) percent above estimated production hours is based on having minimum basic 
technology training and some appropriate weapon system understandmg. It is assumed that some 
skills are available but the majority of the mechanics require more training. This is best 
c-rized as apprentice level capabilities. 

Twelve (1 2) percent above estimate production hours assumes high skills in basic technologies 
and basic unde- of weapon system requirements. Best characterized as junior level 
capabilities. 

Five (5) percent above estimated production hours assume hands on experience with the weapon 
system or similar systems. AU the advanced skills are in place. Specific training on the weapon 
system is all that is necessary. Best c h a r a c t e d  as journeyman level capabilities. 

I 

Figure 4-1 Learning Curve Definitions 

Conclusion: Due to the broad yet defined skills inhstructure, Hill AFB provides consolidation with rapid 
stand-up and low productivity loss. Hill AFB learning curve is demonstrated in Tables 4-2 and 4-3. The 
definitions for the learning curve is provided below. 

Examination of Tables 4-3 and 4-4 will show that due to the length of time and diversification of workloads 
(e.g., missile repairy aircraft radar repair and vehicle repair) assigned to Hill AFB, the time to become 
proficient with a new workload is greatly reduced. Due to basic training and experience of the work force, 

i ": 
\ 

they will enter a new workload at the junior or intemedkte journeyman level. This results in a much lower 
l4 

learning curve with subsequent savings to the customers. It is projected that a cost avoidance of 73.3K .% 

DLH (more than $5M) would be realized. 



Table 4-3. Hill AF'B Learning Curve for Base Year and Out- 



Table 4-4. LEAD Leamine Curve for Base Year and Out-veam 
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ISSUE 1 

Readiness. 

Readiness concerns for any tactical missile system can most accurately be discussed by the system program 
manager (SPM), an opportunity that is not available to us either due to the time fiame or due to the lack of 
contact with multi-service managers. Therefore, the discussion is based on the knowledge we have 
available through our system management assignments and our limited contacts elsewhere. 

Readiness is a function of the planned mission requkments and the ability of the SPM to sustain the 
mission over an extended period of time. The ability to sustain readiness (or sustainment) is a function of 
the serviceable stores level, the projected usage (training and war time consumption), the annual 
requirements to maintain a minimum stores level coupled with depot capability and available funds. 
Extended periods of time without an organic depot often make it necessary to fund contract repair, often 
forcing the SPM to accept a lower level of support while working within the available budget, or obtain a 
higher funding level. 

For example, the normal annual mpkments for the Maverick guidance and control sections (GCS) are 
approximately 720 units. Of these, 240 are training guided missiles (TGM) to support the command 
training requirements; the remainder are to maintain the desired stores level with serviceable missiles. 
During the present directed depot realignment, the Maverick SPM (due to higher interim contract support 
costs) will not be able to support the stores level nor complete moclijications with the available funds. 
Reliability, maintainability, as well as required operational modifications, will be placed in abeyance for 
one to two years while the new depot stands-up. Available limited funds will be used to support the 240 
training missiles required by Air Combat Command. BRAC did not provide suflicient h d s  to repair 
normal storage and field fidures which, based on a coahanor rough order of magnitude, to cost an 
estimated $6- 1 5 million. 

The Phoenix SPM established an interim contractor support (ICS) contract with a basic and two slngle 
year options, to ensure mission readiness and support the fidl repair requirement, while the LEAD depot 
stands-up. The Sparrow SPM continues ICS support to maintain the desired repair level within the 
available budget. LEAD repair cost for the Sparrow is twice the ICS cost.. 

Readiness is both a long and short term issue that centers around the ability to economically sustain the 
mission requirements. In the short term, sustained readiness can be maintained with limited depot down 
time. However, in the long term, repair of high quality items at the most competitive rate enable the 
systems managers to maintain a higher level of mission readiness at a lower cost to the taxpayer. 



ISSUE 2 

Efficiencies. 

The 93 BRAC Commission reconmKndaton was to establish a single depot in DoD to provide a Source of 
Repair (SOR) for all DoD tactical missiles based on economy of scale. The decision was based on 
consolidatq approximately 2M direct labor hours @LH) of work at Le#erkenny Army Depot (LEAD). 
The benefits of consolidation are recorded in the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission Report to the President, Chapter 1, Page 1-7, Commission Findings, third paragraph and 
reads: "... Despite all of these inter-servicing efficiency reducing fkcbrs, a recent study by the Army Audit 
Agency concluded the annual recurring savings to be realized fiom tactical missile consolidation at 
Letterkenny would stil l be equivalent to savings achieved firm the proposed realignment, if all missile 
maintenance workload, including that which is currently assigned to the private sector, transitions to 
I-etterkenny." 

The 24 March 1995, Base Visit Report, page 6, Lower Capacity in Comparison to Other Army Reports 
section, second paragraph, reads, "...Therefore Letkrkenny's assigned workload dropped substantially, 
capacity utilization was low, and average direct labor hour rates increased to the point where Letterkenny 
was no longer competitive." This documented position supports the Air Force position that consolidating 
the reduced workload at a depot with a small workload inhstructure is not cost-effective. 

Hill AFB provides a viable solution for consolidation of the entire workload. Our industrial base of over 
5M DLH is enhanced with the added workload. The Hill AFB base rate will decrease fiom its present 
competitive rate of $49.38/hr to $43.45/hr. These rates clearly demonstrate the impact and efficiencies of a 
large scale depot. 

W AFB provides all the capabilities necessary to consol ib  the entire tactical missile workload. This 
includes facilities, skills and inhstructure. Our skills in guidance and control technologies are among the 
best in DoD. Dunng EY94, our tactical missile guidance and control section (GCS) technicians completed 
over 12 1 K DLH of work, 53% of the GCS workload under consideration. We presently have launcher 
workloads being accomplished at Hill AFB. We repair Maverick launchers and the launch complex 
associated with the USAF Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles. ' These workloads have provided our 
personnel with u n d e w  of launcher theory and design. Only minor weapon specific training would be 
required to support the launcher and associated component workload contained in the proposed tactical 
missile consolidation. Our skills on large vehicle maintenance, coupled with the high bay facilities and 
available real property installed equipment P I E ) ,  provide excellent capacity and capabilities to facilitate 
workloads that are part of the tactical missile consolidation, e.g., Patriot, Hawk, etc. 



ISSUE 3 

Costs - Recurring I Non-Recurring: 

In the consolidation of any workload, there are cost fhctors which are difficult to compare between 
Services. Some of the h r s  are one-time (non-recurring) costs such as construction 1 facility 
modifications, while others continue throughout the life of the program (recurring). Comparisons between 
two difkrent depots are quite easy fbr non-mmrhg costs, but more diflicult for recUrriag costs. 
Comparison of recurring costs between two &rent locatio~ls needs to focus on the location's fundions 
and workloads. 

By examining the workload to be consolidated, it is easy to identifj. costs non-reaming (one time cost) that 
will be incurred to facilitate the workload. Examples of non-mmring costs are, personnel training that 
will be required, need for real property installed equipment, and projected learning curve efficiencies that 
are anticipated to occur. Learmng curve efficiencies would be driven by the type of mission in place at the 
location and previous mission assignments. 

Identification and comparison of recurring costs are difficult and driven by missions and workloads 
presently assigned to the locations being compared. Emples  of functions that would affected by 
recurring costs, e.g., labor rate, labor hours, equipment availability, depreciation costs, general and 

f 
administrative overhead rates, and hfhstructure utibtion. 

1 L', Infrastructure won-recurring). Due to decluung DoD mission workload, there is a surplus of capacity at 

.t most DoD depots. Hill AFB has been performing repair of both strategic and tactical missiles for 35 years, 
lished modem hfhstructure for associated type work. Excess space of 

available. In addition to basic work areas, all of the required support 
additional workload. Duplication of these kilities would be a 

non-recurring cost. 

Training 1 Learning Curve (Non-recurring). Considering the specific technical requirements of the 
tactical missile guidance and control sections (GCS) and the fact that LEAD personnel require system 
spec& training, it would be expected that training and the associated learning curve would be a critical 
element in the relocation of the GCS workload to TOAD. While training costs are spread over a period of 
time, the costs are real to the customer. The Hill AFB tactical missile GCS depot is presently responsible 
for over one-half of the organic GCS workload in direct labor hours projected fbr FY99. With expertise 
developed over 20 years of system specific training and experience, consolidation of the GCS workload to 
Hill AFB will greatly diminish the training and learn curve impact to the customer. Due to the assigned 
strategic missile and launcher workloads, similar savings will be realized by consolidatmg the remainder of 
the LEAD tactical missile workload. 

Real Property Installed Equipment (RPIE) (Non-recurring). Due to the idktmcture required to 
perform workloads assigned to Hill AFB, a vast amount of real property installed equipment (RPIE) has 
been obtained and installed. Examples of such equipment vary fiom a centralized liquid nitrogen storage 
and distribution system to unique systems such as the computed tomography (CT) facility installed for the 
ICBM program which is used for tactical missiles. Our tactical missile engineering staff take full 
advantage of this collocation by using the CT in their analysis processes. Due to prior and present work 
load assignments, Hill AFB provides some unique RPIE. Included in this list is the recently installed 
Advance Imaging Radar System (AIRS) (cruise missile) fac* evaluation of the systems with stealth 

V, 
characteristics. Such a kility is costly and will be required for the next generation of tactical missiles. 



Interim Contractor Support (ICS) (Non-recurring). Consolidation of tactical missile GCS will result 
in the disruption of repair operations and will require ICS. This cost was not M y  addressed during the 
BRAC 93 decision process and has subsequently been found to be a major cost in the consolidation 
process. Several systems have identified the need for ICS. The Air Force will q u i r e  720 Maverick 
missiles each year during the transition (estimated 2-3 years). However, due to fUndrng cmstrahts only 
240 training guided missiles (TGW) will be contracted for repair at a cost of $2-5M per year above and 
beyond the origmd depot repair budget. The Phoenix System Program Manager has reported that the 
Navy released a one-year contract with two one-year options for ICS support. 

Transportation (Recurring). The consolidation of tactical missile guidance and control overhaul 
operations with the specific missile all-up-round (AUR) (a term used to ident@ the complete missile) 
assembly operations, reduces the second chination expense associated with routed components. Today, 
many missile components are routed across the country to difhent locations, to be overhauled and 
assembled, incurring additional transportation costs. Hill AFB provides a proven alternative on the 
Maverick missile that helps reduce customer cost. The GCS and propellant sections are all processed at 
the same location. When coupled with the Maverick AUR capability, Hill reduces the secondary 
transportation expense to the customer. Some depots, e.g., Tobyhanna Army Depot, currently do not have 
the capability to accommodate AUR missile overhaul because of the high explosive components. Any 
effort to consolidate GCS or other missile subco-t work to a depot which does not have AUR 
capabilities, will incur additional second destination expemes. 

Another issue deals with Air Force missile storage locations. The Air Force requires missiles to be stored 
in Army "Tier I" storage depots. The closer the missile component repair and missile AUR operations are 
to the storage depot, the less the transportation costs. Hill AFB can provide missile component repair and 
AUR capabilities that is located 70 miles from Tooele Army Depot, an Army "Tier I" storage depot. 
LEAD is rated by the Army as a "Tier II" storage depot in one of their recent studies. 

Labor Rates and Standards (Recurring). The labor rates and to some extent, work standards (number of 
hours it takes to produce a unit) are influenced by the associated inhstmcture established at the depot. 
The fundamental costs that are embedded into base operation support (BOS), e.g., security, transportation, 
mail service, etc., are shared by numerous organizations. This concept also holds true for industrial 
support operations, e.g., machmhg, plating, man- etc., where many customers, needing the 
service, reduce the cost for modem capabilities. The more direct labor hours at the depot, the more the 
basic hfmtructure costs are spread, resulting in lower cost to the customer. A excellent example of this 
concept is the comparison between Hill AFB and Letkrkenny Army Depot. Hill's rate is $49.38 per hour 
and Letterkenny's rate is $65.33 per hour (using the Cost Comparability Handbook). 

The work standards are influenced greatly by personnel skills and process improvement efforts, e.g., 
modelq and simulation. Having other organizations with similar skills, allows recruitment opportunities 
with minimum impact to production due to training. Large missile maintenance operations at a depot 
provides some stability in the missile specific skilled work force allowing long term capabilities and 
benefits. This concept is best illwtmted by the Maverick Missile production operation, which over a few 
years, reduced the guidance and control work standards by 38%. Mode& and simulation provides non- 
contact evaluation of current process flows to determine constraints and equipment utilization. Constraints 
are addressed by changes in processes or a&hg more equipment. Equipment utilization is helpll to 
assure only the appropriate amount of equipment is purchased to support the specific need. Tactical 
missile consolidation at Hill AFB will result in lower cost to the customer. 



Management Proficiency. Hill AFB has reemgkered the management of its industrial operations. 
This effort established each Resource Cost Center (RCC) as a small business which allows the shop 

w foreman to operate, and be held amxmtable for, a mat efktive business. By establishmg each RCC in 
this fashion and providing training and stafF support where recluued, we have been able to make si@cant 
improvements in our operations. Hourly rates have been reduced by 22% and the number of hours 
required to perform mahtexmce was reduced by 15%. This has resulted in $1 1 million in savings over the 
past two year for our customers. This process is being i m p l d  in all shops. This effort has been so 
successll tbat our missile program won one of Vice President Gore's Hammer Awards for reengineering 
government, one of only 70+ awarded nation-wide to date. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

27  Apri l  1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
AIZTENTION: Mr. Glenn Knoepfle 

FROM: 00-ALC/ CD 

798 1 Georgia Street 
Hill AFB UT 84056 

- SUBJECT: Tactical Missile Consolidation, BRAC Staff Questions 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional information regarding 
consolidation of the tactical missile workload. Certified responses to your 
questions are provided, attachment 1. In addition to your questions, we have 
included discussion papers, attachment 2, for your consideration on several 
related issues, including readiness, efficiencies, recurring and nonrecurring 
costs, and management initiatives. 

2. Through this additional review, I am more firmly convinced that Hill AFB 
provides DoD the most viable solution for consolidation of the tactical missile 
workloads. We stand ready to assist in your analysis and to immediately 
implement consolidation at Hill AFB. 

3. Please address future concerns or issues through our BRAC center focal 
point, Ms Mary Colemere, 00-ALC/FMCB, (801) 777-5042. 

THOMAS L. MINER \ 
Executive Director  

2 Attachments: 
1. Responses to Questions 
2. Issues 



ocumellt Separator 



Hill AFB 
Tactical Missile Consolidation 

Response to BRAC Staff Questions 

Question 1. What @ar guidance and control section (GCS) repair equipment is not required ifthe workload is 
consolidated at Hill AFB? 

Source: Robert Dandoy, LIWP, DSN 777-8048, Rod Peterson, LIWP, DSN 777-8048, personal knowledge of 
systems, systems data, and contractors. 

Methodology: The tactical missile consolidation workloads were evaluated to determine what peculiar GCS 
technologies are involved and the possible cross utilization of equipment presently in place at Hill AFB. Our effort 
centered on the Sidewinder, Maverick and Hellfire Missiles. The Sidewinder was evaluated to determine what 
Navy test equipment would be needed at Hill AFB to process the Navy assets. The Hellfire, and other Hughes 
systems [e.g., Standoff Land Attack Missile (SLAM)], were evaluated to determine the additional equipment 
required to stand-up depot repair and test. Hughes is involved with more than ten of the tactical missile systems 
being consolidated. As an example, the SLAM guidance section repair and test requirements are l l l y  integrated 

equipment. The Hellfire system was also evaluated. 

equipment has been modified for Navy Sidewinder speciiications, thu 
is not required to meet present mission qukements. 

The equipment needed to support all wdigurations (3) of the Maverick Missile is in use at Hill AFB. This same 
equipment is also used to repair and test the Navy SLAM GCS. 

From analysis of the Hellfire workload, it was concluded that only one circuit card in the Hellfire is different from 
the Maverick GCS. The test equipment for this capability, or a modification of our existing, in-place test stations is 
needed to augment the Maverick production line. All remaining Hellfire GCS equipment at LEAD or at a 
contractor hility would not be required. (LEAD does not have any Maverick, SLAM or Hellfire GCS capability.) 

Due to the commodity of tactical missile components, the automated test equipment presently in-service at Hill 
AFB could be easily programmed to test them, i.e., Navy Sidewinder circuit cards are still being sent to Norfolk to 
be tested using old AAI-5500 equipment. LEAD'S plan is to procure similar equipment used at Hill AFB in the 
repair of photdcs, e.g., the AAI-449 (V5) test set. The cost avoidance could be up to $lM, since we currently 
have three like testers available to accomplish the workload. 

Equipment for other tactical missile GCS repair either at LEAD (e.g., Phoenix) or contractors' facilities will be 
required. Further deletion of test and support equipment may be possible once a detailed assessment of 
requirements is accomplished. 

Another area where savings could be realized is with real property installed equipment (RPIE). Examples of 
equipment in this category would be nitrogen storage/distributim system, clean rooms and vibration test fixtures. 
Hill AFB presently has such equipment in place with available capcity to accept additional workloads. From the 
examples cited, it is apparent tbat considerable total equipment cost savings can be realized by consolidation of 
tactical missile repair at Hill AFB. 



CERTIFICATION 

I certify the information provided in question 1 of this response is complete and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. 

7 AaalL 9s. 
Date 



Hill AFB 
Tactical Missile Consolidation 

Response to BRAC Staff Questions 

Question 2. How many square fkt are required to support each of the workloads, how many personnel, and how 
many direct labor hours (DLH) are associated with each workload? 

Source: Kay Hansen, LICT, DSN 777-5642, Marty Simonson, LMS, DSN 775-2120, Tactical Missile 
Consolidation Plan, May 1994, briefings and minutes from Tactical Missile Consolidation Implementation 
meetings. 

Emery Wood, LIWPS, DSN 777-1 124: The tactical missile yield was derived using two financial reports: 
manpower is extracted from ACi037G-JD1-M1-8JD dated 9130194 and direct labor earned hours (DPEH) is 
extracted from BGL-R03 dated 9130194. 

Methodology: The direct labor hours projected for the FY99 consolidated workload were obtained from the 
Tactical Missile Consolidation Workload report, February 1995 and are shown in Table 2-1. These hours were 
compared with workload data obtained from a variety of cmkxtors, system program managers, and verified with 
supporting information received via telecon with the General Accounting Office. The baseline hours were refined 
through a comparison of data from all of the sources. 

Facility and process engineers reviewed the Tactical Missile Consolidation Plan to determine the number of square 
feet LEAD required to facilitate each specific workload in conjunction with the projected workload hours. This 
analysis was used in conjunction with internal modeling techniques to determine the required square feet to be used 
at Hill AFB which is shown in Table 2-2. 

Two yield figures are used: 1) the DoD standard is 16 15 hrsJPersonne1 Equivalent (PE) and is used on both Hill 
AFB and LEAD workloads, and 2) actual historical yield for Hill AFB's guidance and control section (GCS) 
workload is 1646 hrs/PE (Table 2-3). The yield of 1646 was derived by dividing duty code hours fiom the G037G 
report by 2088 hours (the number of annual hours a person is available for work) to arrive at the number of PEs. 
The BGL-R03 DPEHs was then divided by the number of PEs. 

Conclusion: Hill AFB provides 180,000 ft2 of imm-ly available shop space with an additional (100,000 ft2) 
expansion capability to accept the tactical missile workload. Our ability to provide extensive expansion capability 
is demomtnted through our downsizing plan. At Hill AFB, downsizing of over 1 million ft2 of hcility is projected. 
All up round (AUR) and storage hilities for munitions are in place at Hill AFB. @e buildmg, 2026, was built 
ipecificallv to handle A%. This fscility was originally designed for a 60,000 
missile fleet and has spare capacity available to accept the tactical missile AUR workload. Innaddition to building 
2026 there are several fac- for 0 d 

. . .  . . 
- -L--- ue to the START Treaty and 
qvailable for other tactical missile use. This caoacitv allows Hill AFB to accept all AUR work now being 
accomplished at LEAD awwitb future expansion capability. Also located adjacent to the AUR facilities are over 

made available for storage of complete tactical missiles and components. 

I v 
Hill AFB provides a transporter erector repair and overhaul k i l i ty  of over 14 1,000 ft2 in which the vehicle 
launcher workload will be in-. In addition to the 37,084 ft2 immediately available, the facility capacity is 
capable of accepting in excess of 200,000 direct labor hours (DLH) within the collocated support idbstructure. 
This idbstructure includes, but is not limited to, component repair, tire shop, machine shop, paint booth, sand 
blast, sheet metal shop, steam clean bay, and paint prep bay. 



Hill AFB has a documented investment in the idhstructure supporting both s t r a w c  and tactical missiles of over 
$1B. Included in the investment are facilities for repair, storage, and test. 

In their 24 March 1995 Base Visit Report, the LEAD Community expressed doubt that another depot could provide 
some of the specific levels of support available at LEAD, including Patriot test and paint capability and explosive 
sited maintenance facilities. The idhstructure is in-place at Hill AFB to easily overcome to these concerns. 

Patriot Test: Hill AFB encompasses almost 7000 acres. Five 28 acre sites have been identified as possible 
outdoor radar test facilities. 
< 1 

Patriot Paint: Hill AFB has a modem vehicle repair facility that incorporates sandblast and paint booths designed 
to handle vehicles and equipment up to 14 feet high, 13 feet wide, and 100 feet long. Vehicles too large for our 
vehicle paint facilities can be accommodated in our F-16 or C-130 paint hangar. 

Explosive Sited Facility: Class "C" and greater explosive licensed mahtmance facilities are located throughout 
our maintenance hhstmcture. The added workload will be easily placed at Hill AFB. 

Our analysis included all the workload origmlly projected by the 1993 BRAC. Table 2-1 lists the systems, the 
workload hours, and transfer status (yes or no). The original workload is totaled at the subtotal row. The 
additional workload for Crane, Red River, Tobyhanna, and Black World, are included in our study, but are not part 
of the ori@ 1993 BRAC decision. Due to the number of weapon systems deleted fiom the o r i d  study, we 
have listed them only once in Table 2-1. Our remaining Tables only list the systems considered for transfer. Table 
2-4 shows the technologies thought to be present in each of the weapon systems. 



w 

(Cont): Repaired at Contractor Facility 

6 



The ability to physically accommodate the consolidated tactical missile workload, 677.4K DLH from LEAD and 
the 168K DLH from other DoD depots, at Hill AFB is in Table 2-2. The 677.4K DLH of workload 
was obtained h data extracted from the Tactical Missile Consolidation Meeting data February 1995. The 168K 
hours of workload was identified by the Air Force member of the JSWG in January 1995. The table identifies the 
amount of shop space required, the proposed buildmg, and in-place Real Property Installed Equipment (RPIE) to 
accommodate EY99 tactical missile workloads includmg GCS, launchers, vehicles, and other (gas bottles) items at 
Hill AFB. 

rements/Hill AFB 

TOW BVFS 
TOW Cobra 
TOWITOWII 

Crane 
Red River 
Tobyhama 
Black World 
TOTAL 
* Hill AFB has more than 100,000 additional square feet readily adaptable for missile shop space. 
(1) Nitrogen SystemlClean Room 
(2) Raised Floor, 300,000 Controlled Area, Clean Room 
(Cont): Repaired at Contractor Facility 

4,000 
4,000 
9,000 

0 
0 
0 
0 

152,100 

4,000 
4,000 
9,000 

8,600 
13,000 
12,600 
2,000 

179,284" 

509 
509 

509 

509 
847 
5,100 
1515 

Bridge Crane, Paint Facility, Welding, 
Machine Shop, Cable Repair, Bead Blast 

Explosive Rated 

Nitrogen SystemIClean Room 



T& required number of personnel, documented in Table 2-3, are inclusive of and not &l,itk to those 
presently assigned to the Hill AFB -ericb . . The personnel requirements 

(clr &be augmented with those presently assigned and perpaml with electronic skills that will be released as 

this goal of 16 15 hours, i.e. the Army proposed 

compensate for the possible overhead and 
base operation support personnel that may have been incl r numbers, leaves 225 personnel direct 
labor employees. Dividmg the tdal workload by the number of direct labor employees results in a projected annual 
yield of 1020 hours. 

However, through our years of tactical missile experience we have perfk&d our processes, developed a highly 
skilled workforce, and established competitive labor standards. Our demonstrated actual performance during 
FY94 ranged between 1576 and 1646 hours (which cover all-up-round to GCS workloads) illustrating our ability to 
achieve the DoD goal of 16 15. 

Table 2-3 identifies the number of direct labor personnel required to sustain the workload base identified in the 
FY99 data provided to the Tactical Missile Consolidation Working Group, February 1995. 



Table 2-3 P e r s o ~ e l  Requirements 
Guidance and Control 

(Cont): Repaired at Contractor Facility 
*DoD yield of 16 15 hrs/PE used for planning purposes. 
**Hill AFB actual demonstrated performance yield of 1646 for GCS. 
***LEAD personnel identified to be transferred to Tobyhama Army Depot. 

mv 

Sparrow 
Subtotal 

PEs 
HillAFB** 

35 
19 
3 

17 
1 

40 
15 
6 

PEs 
HillAFB* 

36 
20 
3 

17 
1 

4 1 
15 
6 

Navy 

PEs 
LEAD*** 

57 
3 1 
4 

27 
2 

64 
24 
9 

Weapon System 

AMRAAM 
HARM 
MavericklSLAM 
Maverick 
Phoenix 
Sidewinder 
Sidewinder 
Soarrow 

6.8 
229.6 

Service 

AFMavy 
AFINavy 
Navy 
AF 
Navy 
AF 
Navy 
AF 

4 
143 

FY99 
DLH-K 

57.4 
31.6 
4.5 

27.7 
2.4 

65.7 
23.9 
9.6 

PEs 
LEAD* 

36 
20 
3 

17 
1 

4 1 
15 
6 

7 
225 

4 
143 

4 
140 



Table 2-4. Repair Technologies Required by Weapon System 

(Cont): Repaired at Contractor Facility 
XX indicates the type of technologies embedded in the Weapon System 

CERTIFICATION 

I certify the information provided in question 2 of this response is complete and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge. 

a7&4 4 s  
Date 
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1 8 APR 1995 

FROM: H Q  AFMCICEF' 
4225 Logistic5 Avenue. Suite 7 
Wright-Patttsr\on AFB OH 35333-5745 

SUBJECT: Additional U S A F  BRAC 95 Depot Tennant Information 

1 .  Attached is the informarinn recluestcd by the Bxse Realignment and Closure Commi~sion staff 
ciuring our 1 1 .4pr 95 ~neeting with them. The attached spreadsheets outline authorization..;. 
number of buildings and square feet that tennants occupy at the depots as referenced in 17 .4pr 95 
H Q  AFMC/XP letter. Additional USAF BRXC '95 Dcpot Information. 

2. Please refer queicions 1-e~ardi11; the !.r<?n!!ie?; TC, >!I.. Kz!p!! D;!nit.i\. HQ .4F!V!C,!!:'EP. DSN 
: ~ : - < I I . N I ~ ! .  F.AX DSS l - ) s 6 - 2 0 S  i , 

L.::~~.n!xc?:: : 

: . yi!] .\,cB Fd;.!iiii. l r , t ~ ~ i - ~ i i i ! t i < > ~ ~  
~ - 

'. LrtlI!, .AFR F:~cilit\. Intormatior: 
. L ,-1 

: 1 . 1 ~ ~  rcl!::r: AFR Fac.iii:!' intormatior, 
, . \  

-. ! \ ' - , tb i r~\  .ii'i3 Fsciiit!. i i ~ i ~ i i l ; l i t i ~ ~ n  
- ..-. 
3 .  I :nk2r .\FB F-aciliry Infnrmatio;, 





TENANT INFO 

I ITENANT UNIT WITH 1001 PE'S 1 I 
I I I I I 

Page I 

I 

388 FIGHTER WINO 
I 

[ACC 195 

F 

---- I 

I 

1 

- 

t 908 

-- 

I L I 
I I 

I 
1 1 I 1 I 1 -  
I I I I I I 

I 

37 

58 1 8050 
57 1 384 
581 22046 

74 

23938 

I I 1 I I I I I 621 12113 
I I 1 118; 11200 

? 1 I - 1791 16003 
1 I 120 34689 

I I I I 2951 348581 
524 29601 
585 483 i 
796 1 2 40 1 

I I .- -- 8401 182631 
I 9301 5000j 

I 931 1 50001 
I I 1 I I I I 9321 2813 
I I 

I I I I I 1 933 1 2204 
I I I 1 I 1 934 1 5000 - 

1 I I 1 I I I 1 937 1 1788 -- 
I I I I I I 938 1 3756 , 

I I I I I --- - I - I I 1 939 1 1568 I 
1 I I 1 9421 5000 

I I 

i 2 1 7 7 E w ,  

I 

I 

25 
35 
36 

957 1 5000 

1095 
38024 
47090 
17165 

391 29839 
40 
4 1 
42 
43 
45 
46 
47 
48 
4 9 
53 
5 4 
5 5 

I I I I 968 1 5000 

lQ904 
5200 

17261 
21757 
49218 

3328 
104 

15862 
73 

424 
4528 
4750 

I - - ---- ---- I I i 1 
I I 

I I I I I - 
I i-- - I 

9601 6997- 
988 1 9350 

12831 21550 
13161 1804 
1394 121 1 

1804 
1647 
1804, 

I 
1 

I- I I I I 1 
I 1 I I I I I I 

1 1434 
1436 

I 1436 
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TENANT INFO 



I(EI-1-Y AFB FACILITY INFORMATION 
( I~xclut l t~  Military Family Housing) 

!Ei-s (Mil Sa Ft) AUTH 

DMBA 92 4.8 6,022 

TENANTS 102 6.8 12,67~ 

ALC '3 rr 
c d3 3.9 6,592 

TOTAL 
- - - 527 

- - 
15.5 25,291 



SA-AlC 
KELLY AFB, TUSAS 

UNTTIORGANLZATION TIU / FACILITIES ASSIGNED 1 MANPOWER ALITHORI~ATIONS' 
1 BLDGS I SF TOTAL 

?- 

OL AF CIVIL ENGINEER SUPPORT AGE 1 180,530 25 
412 LOGIS~CS SUPPPORT SO 1 870 8 
DET 107, 1 FElLD INVESTAGATlONS R 2 5,579 18 
OL DET 405, 301 TRAINING SQ 1 3001 2 
US CORP OF ENGR 1 J.IMI re  
DEFENSE COURIER SERVICE 1 3 6061 5 
DET 41 0. AF AUDIT AGENCY 1 ,  4.3781 29 
OL AF AUDIT AGENCY 1 ( %/ 7 
DET 1. 615 AIR MOBIUV OPS GP I I 3.114 78 
OL 615 AIR MOBILITY OPS GP 1 150 1 
DQD I0 1 3.530 10 
SMALL BUSINESS A M  1 1.202 4 
DRMO 10 379,003 87 
SOFTWARE DNELOPMENl AGENCY I 1 7.594 3 1 
DEFENSE PRINTING SERVlCEfSWA 1 1 48.394 50 
GPO 1 978 
UNICOR I 1 502 1 
GAO- 1 1 470 6 
VICKLAND TNG CTR 1 I 70,000 40 

. W A  E 1 25,307 5s - 
DOD E l  I 1 1.643 6 
DET 5 ,  57 AES I 11 1 7001 I 
DET 12 CRWTO i. .. 6 , C X  151 
W E S  - . 2: C97 39 I 

16525 C 3 M L 4 '  -3G'STZE Sij=3?=" 2 - L  ?-- 4 
r 



, 
S A A L C  

KELLY AFB. TEXAS 1 1 
1 1 I 1 I I I 

I I 

! I , I I I 

UNITIORGANIZATION TITLE I FAClUllES ASSIGNED ' MANPOWER AUTH0RI;LATiONS 

I I 

1 BLDG L 1 SF 
1 I 

I I 

WFICER !ENLISTED /CNILVCN  TOTAL 
I I 

4 1 387 ( 211 412 
1 

838 EIS 

t 

I 
I 2767 I 140 I I I I 

3768' 2,4651 I 1 

1 37861 22.e36 1 I I I I I I 
! 37871 1.2161 I I 1 1 1 

SUB TOTAL I 76,166 I I 1 I I 

32151 1,614 

DFAS DENVER 

I 

DFAS COLUMBUS 

3820 
I 
I '  

1 
1 
I 

171 9.2201 
16211 1.7921 
16231 18.6001 

I 

1 3422 
3638 
3758 

I I 

SUB TOTAL I 1 29.6121 1 I 1 1 - 
I 

2.888 
1.587 

22,818 
40.535 

I 

SUB TOTAL I 

1 

8.613/ 

I 

3448 

I 
TOTAL 

8.6131 

T OTAL DFAS .-h&-- 2; 8 /  170 

1 69,242 

180 

t I I I 

1 I I I 
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I I I I I I - 
DECA(MIDWEST) 

I 
\ 30301 32.7701 3 1 111 a 4 1  238 I 
I 30601 3,5001 1 

3 1 ~ 1  m r  ! I 
TOTAL: I , 50,0181 I I 

I I I I I I I I I 
I 

1 
1 

SAALC - I 
KELLY AFB. TEXAS 

1 I I 

DlSA 1681 20,0001 2 ) 62 
2001 94.76rJ 1 

UNKIOROANIZAT ION TITLE 

I I I 

2151 27B! I 

I 

SUB TOTAL 

TOTAL i 1 114.7641 I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I 

I 
FAClLmES ASSIGNED 

I I 
MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS 

9121 19.826( 
-, 

b 7  

I 

I 

1 
g 

B L D ~  SF OFFICER IENUSTED 
9091 61,6!%1 I 
9101 61.6561 

C N I L W  [TOTAL 

1 22 

' TOTAL 433rd 

1146 

1 565.975 

1024 

I ::: - 
9191 247 
8201 3,899 
9261 3,360 

0 

26,AEi I I 
I 

1 I 

I 
-149 TANG FIGHTER GROUP 1 Ql6 

1 
I 

0291 480) 
9301 14.891 ( 
9321 4.000 

2,425 

1 I 
I 

9331 24.392 
934 1 600 
9351 72,6731 

1 9371 8,0001 

* 
I 

I 

1 
1 
I 

I 9431 9831 I I I I 

I 8461 10,93t 1 1 1 1 I 
I 

I 

I 
t 050, 6.911 1 I I 1 1 I I 

t I 951 1 80 I I I ! I 

ti% 7,265 I I 1 

9571 3.9361 1 1 1 I 1 

I 058 5 175 
962 lE.3Wl 



SAALC I I I 

KEUY AFB, W S  1 
i 1 1 I I r i 1 I 
I I I I I I I I 1 

UNKIORGANIZATION TITLE 1 FACILITIES ASSIGNED I MANPOWER AUTHORVATIONS 1 
- 

A- I 
( BLDG S 1 SF IOFFlCER lENUSTED ICMLIAN ]TOTAL ( 1 

I I I 

- - -, .-- 
I 15i61 i63,3W/ 
I - 

I 15781 18,181 { , I 

I 18, lg l ;  
!%I 58,435, 

( 15891 6,5941 I 
i 

I 1590 9.8931 ! I I 

[ I 1595 1 43,458 ! 1 
I 3451 24 8 I 1 I I I \ 

t 3820 1 134,479 1 I I I b J 
5 38221 176.0531 1 I I I I I 
I 38241 176,306( I 1 1 1 I 1 
I 38281 176,3241 I I I 1 I 

I I 

I 
I 38301 153.1561 I 1 I I 

TOTAL: I 14,455,6181 I I I I I 1 
I I 1 , 1 I I t 
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SaaLC 
KELLY AFB, TEXAS 

I I 

I 
I 

I UNlTIORGANlZATlON M t E  FACILITIES ASSIGNED MANPOWER AUfHOtUZ4TIONS J 

' :  
20671 8,6891 
2068 1 1x7) 
20871 8.148 
2088( 8,253 
20881 2,400 

BLDG # 1 SF 

1 I 
I 1 
1 i 

I 

- 

OFRCER ENLISTED jCMLlAN ]TOTAL I 

2095 20w{*gi 

SUB TOTAL: I 
REGIONAL SIGNET OPS CTR 

TOTAL 1 

I I 

I 
I 

61 1.526 

61 1,526 

I 
1 

401 1348 34 ( 1274 
I 

I 
I 

GRAND TOTAL 2954!12146] , 
- 

P 

1098 5,989.473 8 0 ~ 6  





1 
INSTALLATION WORK SHEET 

PURPOSE: ~b identify each tenant unit on base and for each, specify the number of 
personnel, nu ber of buildings and total square footage occupied. For tenants with 
populations ater than 100 specify the bldg # and area of each facility occupied. 

SOURCE: ~ + ~ o w e r  figures were obtained from Nickie Barbee of the base Manpower 
Office, DSN 633-2876. Real Property figures were obtained from Bob Almes, the Base 
Real Property pff icer at DSN 633-6360. 

I 

METHOD:T~~ /real property records were sorted by organization code and building 
number with subtotals for each organization. Figures from the base manpower 
office were determine which organizations had p~pulations in excess of 100. 

associated buildings occupied were tabulated for these 

CONCLUSIO~: TABLES 1 and 2 

TABLE f 
SIA-ALC TENANTS 

..- F r. - .. y F O P C ~ L / ~ ~ / < ~  LrS= . p A . ' i  - ?- .. 
' ,- t S  S' , & 3 7  s= "I- 

Commissary X C X  
Army Air Force] E x c h a n p  S ~ r ~ l c e  M F E S  
Area Defense Council hDC 
Defense Reutilization Marketing Office DRMO 
5 10th Field ~ r d n i n ~  Detachment 51 0RiI 
US Govern,-ner)t Accoun:in~ O f i c ~  US-G AZ 
4th Air Force j 4AF 
Federal Aviation Administration FAA 
604th Cornkt  Log Support Squadron 604CLSS 
Air Force ~ u d i t i ~ ~ e n c ~  AFAA 
Civil Air Patrol ; CAP-A 
SAFE / ~cCle lbn  Credit Union LVCUJAFCU 
Air Force Ofiicq of Speciai Invesiiga~ions AFOSI 
940th Civil Engineering Squadron 940CES 
Det 1437 ~ a v ~ l ~ r i n t i n ~  Service DET143T 
364th Recmitinb Sq 3Mth 
US ~ o s t a !  ~erv'ce USPS 



TABLE 2 
, SM-ALC TENANTS 

WITH POPULATIONS GREATER THAN 100 
as of 17 Apr 95 

I # OF BLDG TOTAL 
TENANT ~ R G  SYMBOL POP BLDGS BLDG AREA(SF) AREA(SF) 

I 
i # 

Def Fin and ~ 4 n t g  Sew DAO-DE 
! 

133 1 209 29,399 29,399 

936 Elec lnst Sq 938 EIS 31 0 1 686 

~ e f  Info ~ y s  *ice DISO-UMZ 141 1 600 
! 

Def Dist McCldlan DDMC 567 13 650 
65 1; 

! 670; 

1 671. 
I 
1 731, 

778 
78 11 
783 
785 
785 
787 
788 
789 

C02.s: rjtrard AIS CGAS : 70 8 1032 
I 1100 

1101 
1102 
1105 
1106 
1107 
1108 

Tech Ops Div . TOD 372 10 626' 
1 629' 

1068 , 
1 1 0 7  

1078 
1079 
1080 
1081 



r - i -  14; 24 r~uTi 5Ti-m-C/rrF 
L 

I 1083 984 
I 

1087 746 295,991 
I 

940th Air Ref wing 940ARW 1 44 19 829 1358 
I 876' 86 1 
I 
I 877. 8495 
I 

! 
878 7649 
922; 25782 

I 101 6 3200 

I .  101 7 4480 
I 1022 12073 
! 1025 
! 

1832 
1026 2560 

! 1027 12073 
1028 12073 

j 1030 2560 
I 1 033 12073 

I 
1 042 15160 
1 043 2769 

I 

l 1 046 7983 
1048 28659 
1071 23232 7 84,872 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledga 2nd belief. 

I 

: \@AQ& 
Prepare:: Date: 

~ik 'e l  ~uelleEe, 77CEG/ERR,  DSN 633-6688 

I , 

I certify that the above information is accurate anc complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

MAJCOM Revkwer: Date: 



(Exclude Military Family Housing) 

SQ FT 

#!XDGS /Mil Sq Ft) AUTH 

DMBA 86 3.6 6,240 

TENANTS 136 4.7 5,121 

ALC --- 214 - 3.5 5,410 

TOTAL 572 
- 11.8 16,771 



TENANTS WITH MORE THAN 100 AUTHORIZAT~ONS FOR PI 9514 
1 1  

I I i 

j UnitlOrganization Title .-.-.. - : /Facilities Assigned - - -  FY 9514 

. - - -  ---.. Auth -. . 
I 
I - - I -....-- 

=brnbat -...-- c%rn ~ m u ~  . - (A&) 113i 89 1 

-i . . - . - .  8 .  -. 
.. .-.--I - .  . 

1 ---- --,.- 

- ---. -- -. .- . - - - 
I : I I 

, . .-. - .  .- -- ' -., 
! 9481 16.420 I 1 

.--..-,- ! 1 ,.- 9491 8,785- 1 
-I----.- ; 

I I -. - -- 
I _,--.---- -. 

I -.. . - . -.. 
I 

..'--7. --.-. . 
I I I 

--? -"- 
! -- . - .. 1 I .- 9551 3,OOOi 1 
--- - 1 I _ _  1350 : 2,400 -1 

I '  
I --. - 1 I ' __A I 

13511 2,240! " I 
i I i I 1253: 2,4481 - 1 I - I - "  -. - i ! 7364 33,0001 -. -.--- I 

; 27; 3.206, 
L-2- . - 
I .  A :-* 
I .  

, . . . 7 77-, 
- - .. . - .., . '- " L 

j-; 
?-  - - .,. . -. -. -,-- 

j '950 A{; R&geii?s i f ~ j n c  - ;,L,MC) * c?E; SE.L . - ---. - ..dub 

I r a QI-,:-, 
-. 

! --. . . . 1 L 
. .. l ,"Ii . - . 

I ,  
--.-- 

, L  iC.373 
, , ------- -.. ..- 2L 10s -- 
. , 48; :S,$z'L - --. - .  --- 

762 : 493 1 .. . I.-. - ? I  , I 2052; 17,7501 i i +-. . .- I 1 
i . . 1 - ; 2066 1 29,930! ! 

4. -.. ! -- 
i I ... .. 2067, 10,232 

2068 ' 817 -.- 
I ----- . 

2059: 5 2 7  
2075; 1,40& 

--' - .- 
i 26761 33,238; I --.-- -.. ..- 

--. -. 
.-. 

.. - .- --- 
I I .-- .- .-- 2 0 8 0 i ~ r  - 
I 1 2081 I 20.463 

I 

.-. -. i 

-. 

.-.- 1201 i 

-,-- 



- -- ----:E-:"35 ,, ' 7 : : :  Z'3" J=-aLc =.,= $&=-Dc:= -i --c- 
- - 

L 

TENANTS WITH MORE THAN 100 AUTHORIZATIONS FOR 

I 

I 

! 

i 

I 

I 
, -. 6601 -- 233 

. . a. ---- ..- 
- 1 - .  j . ... 750  5.732; -- 

I 

- _ - .  - .. .- 
I 763, 5,2$7l - - 1 - 

I - 1 -. . 
I 2200; 1,2451 i - 

I 1 - i- I . . .  j 
650) 10,737, 8a$e ~xch&ge (AAFES) . " 1 1  - ., . - . . 1 89' 

! i -. / I ---.-. - - -- 6571 11';9281 I 

..-. 9141 43.8501 
: I . I I .- 

&e s i i i ~ ~ s  (DOD) 
i..'-. 

- -..---- I .. 9881 62,6041 1 133' 
1' .,.- .- v 2  1 - 

..-- 
A -,.- I 

I I -.. I -. - 1,5501.' 1 
- 1 -  

. .- 
I / 992j 1,487 I 

. . .  -1- .- . . - - _ .  . . - .  -- .- . -- 
_ ,  -- - 1 -.-. -. I 9951 2,501 i 

--.-.-- ' I I 9 5 6  2,501 1 1 -  . - 
I 

.... .-. - .. ! 28021 55.7261 
I 

---. -- <. -. ...... 28041 2,2951 . . 1 
I I 1 30041- 4.032! i ... .-. .. -I .. -- 
I I 1 I - . .- ,- 

~efense - --.-.- ~ i n & ~ =  a n d ~ ~ ' ~ -  .-.-.-.. .- I 3011 12,3751 ! -. . . -- 138 
i 

-1 
i .. .... 

Defanse Info 228, 72,570; 
--, .-- ..- . . ,. . - . .- 3181 
i ,  . . w 23.55, i 
--..----- - -- .. -- 

-. - ., , .- 
i 9!s7;;35332 92;a: (?LA,. L ,. - . 2 r =  

- - -  
, - - ic.. -. - 

.. -- . L'. , -- - -- 
a -,.- < z z  .... , . ,- 

.- .. -- - - . , , -.. - - -  - .  -- - 4; 
- -.- , -- - . - '-.- 

" U  8 5, -, ,: :< .- . --. - . - - ..? . - 
ZZL ~ ~ , ~ ~ :  

. . - 3 5  -5,332 - .-...- - .. . -. 
7). -1- 

, . --.-.- - -- : O S L  
-. . -- 

! I - . 
346 

. . 120i . . .  I .- 
1 ; ! I 351 135,2101 .. .- - ,- i 
- - -  -- _ -- 

3% 53,961 ! 
I ... r---.-. - .  

355 172373 I 

-..-.-- --.- -. - "'7, 

- --  . , -  xis, i49,765 .- I 
i ---. -- 367;  1 5 7 , 6 5 5  
I 

. . j : -. . - 3681 319,131 1 7 1 I 376 353.21 i i .. - -. - . 
! 

... ... *.- .. . P 

! 

. - * .  .-p ..-p I 
. 4 -  

381 1 . - 
I -.. . . .  3&4! 24 i 
, 
I .__ 3851 5 5 3 , 7 0 4 :  , 

I I I - .- 602; -- . 28:500 / 

. . - . . .  
! 606. 3,4201 
I 523 : 50 

.j . 
[T 1::: .. . 641 311,579. 
i.. .. 6601 160,0451 

979 3 , 7 i 3 /  I 1 
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1 1 







( 507 Refueling Gmup (AFRBS) 1MI 
( k t . )  1WS 

1047 
1048 
1[W8 
1066 
1067 
1068 
1069 
1070 
1071 
1072 
107s 
1080 
1 OM 
1085 
1126 
3811 
5801 
5910 

TorPl 

STRATCOM Support (US Navy) 816 
817 

145 O F F  819 
rjcr DL 620 

82s 
829 

, . .as  y07;- 
I -  I _ Z30 

E47 
ME 

,ToU 
T 

- j  g C F  i 72 Aorial Port Squadron 260 
,L 7 ILL *Totd 

3 c . ~  i 

38 Bzqiaaaring In4lation Wing 201 
loo1 



3rd Combat Corumuniation . 902 

c a w  903 
904 



Defea~s I n f o d o n  Sysbms 
I ocF 

2 9  kNL 
Z t O  u v  
=)*o -+ 

[Total 3 t 3549 us Rml i tbg  sq-... 
- Total 

, D o  fa+.  

S52 AWACS. 



m,m'rS m LESS SWN 103 pesSONNEL AUTHORIZED: 

mYlLQW3 IQzua 
1 1Ib OSI District Office 3 7,193 

AP Audit Ag-y I 4,520 

A F  Civil Air -1 O f f i ~  1 5,704 

USAF JudicId A m  Defsrrea C a m d  1 1,462 

Navd Satdlib w iner ing  Group 2 3,164 

Dd 7 AP Olobd W&r CaDw 1 4,490 

D a f w  Printing Offifo 1 22,497 



FOR O F F I C I A L  USE ONLY 

BRAC 95  
CERTIFICATION WORI(SKEET 
TENANT QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTALLATION: OC-ALC, TINKER AFB, OK. 

PURPOSE: TO DOCUMENT AND CERTIFY DATA PROVIDED FOR THE TENANT 
QUESTIONNAIRE. INCLUDES MANPOWER DATA ONLY. 

NARRATIVE: I D E N T I F I E S  MANPOWER I N  TWO CATEGO ES: THOSE TENANTS 
WITH AN AUTHORIZED POPULATION G TER THAN 1 0 0  AND 
THOSE TENANTS WITH AN AUTHORIZED POPULATION LESS THAN 

SOURCE: EXTENDED U N I T  MANPOWER DOCUMENT - MANPOWER F I L E  PART A 
3 0  MARCH 1995  - . B A S E L I N E  OF FY95. 

CONCLUSION: THE DATA PROVIDED REPRESENTS THE TOTAL MANPOWER 
AUTHORIZATIONS RELATED TO A I R  FORCE AND NON A I R  FORCE 
TENANTS. 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to 
LL 
L L L ~  Sest  of my L~owledge  and belief - 

?="parer 5- ;3ouc Date: / 8 AP/r 72- 

R e x - L e w e r  D a t e :  18 <-,q< 



FOR OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
OCALC TENANTS WITH MORE THAN 100 AUTHORIZATIONS 

OCALC TENANTS WITH LESS THAN 100 AUTHORIZATIONS 
9 

TEERE OTHER TENMTS THAT ZAVE A TOTAL OF 3 0 4  AUTHORIZATIONS 
LOCATED AT OCALC. 

ORGANIZATION - 
DL4 
507 REFUELING GROUP (AFRES) 

FOR OFFlCiA!. USE ONLY 

OFFICER 

0 
0 

ENLISTED 1 CIVILIAN 1 TOTAL 

COMMISSARY AGENCY 
DEFENSE INFO SYST AGENCY 

0 
0 

885 STRATCOM SUPPORT (US NAVY) 
?2 AERIAL PORT SQ (AFRES) 
38 ENGINEERING INSTAL WING 
... 
3rd COMBAT COMM GROUP 

193 
4 

183 
33 

1 
731 1 731 

118 
250 

239 
34 

1221 0 
485 1 63 1 
9871 11 

5 '  
1 

239 
1092 

100 
3926 

142 

8034 

126 
1279 
1031 

3549 US RECRUITING SQ I 

5 '  
29 

15 

108 
220 

77 
552.A WACS 
DEFENSE FlNlACCOUNT SERV 

8 
3029 

11 
797 

1 
100 
130 

221 2 
- 

TOTAL 

- 
1 

I 
! 1232 
1 

5590 
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E?(ECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACIWG SYSTEM # 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
87 

Fhpve Repiy for Cmmtkbefs  S i  

~ p v l c ~ = T Q =  

ETI 

I ('J 1/ FhpueRe*forCb ' ' s S i  I 
Prepare Reply for Staff Dtrecbr's S i  

A m O N :  OfIv Cnmnents andlor Sugecrtiom I \ /  



.iAMES V. HANSEN 
1ST DISTRICT. UTAH 

COMMITTEES: 

NATIONAL SECURIW 

RESOURCES 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

ROOM 2466 
RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515-4401 

12021 225.0453 

Cungre~s of the united statrs 
Aouec of Repreeentotioee 

.mDaehington, BE 2oy 5-4401 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DmRKn OFFICES: 

1017 FEDERU BUILDING 
324 25TH STREET 
OGDEN. VT 04401 

1801) 393-8362 
18011 825-5677 
(8011451-5822 

435 EAST TABERNACLE 
SUITE 301 

ST. GEORGE. VT 84770 
18011 628-1071 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I wanted to provide you, and your fellow Commissioners, a 
copy of a letter sent by members of the Utah Congressional 
Delegation to James Klugh, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Logistics). It expresses our full support for the proposal to 
consolidate all tactical missile depot maintenance to the Ogden 
Air Logistics Center (ALC), Utah. 

I believe consolidationof this workload can provide 
tremendous readiness and cost benefits to the Department of 
Defense. I also believe, as I did during BRAC 1993, that the best 
choice for this consolidationis Hill AFB. 

I have looked carefullyat this proposal and was very 
disturbed to see that your staff (in the May 10th hearing) 
apparentlyacceptedthe inflatedprice tag of $220 million 
submitted by representatives of the Army and LEAD. The data 
provided by Hill AFB estimated the costs at only $28 million. One 
glaring problem that seems to drive this inflation is the added 
requirement to provide over 1 million sqft of missile storage. 
This is simply not the case, Hill AFB and the surrounding DoD 
ammunition depots provide more than adequate storage space to meet 
the workload. In addition, missiles would continue to be stored 
all over the country, as they are now and would continue to be, 
under any BRAC scenario. The other major requirement, to relocate 
over 900 employees, does not reflect the reality of a downsizing, 
and experiencedworkforce already in place at Hill AFB. 

I urge you to take a hard look at these recommendations. I 
firmly believe if the criteria is militaryvalue and the best 
economic value for the American people, then the only choice for 
consolidation of this vital workload is the Ogden ALC. 

ames V.   ah sen 
of Congress 



COMMrrrEEs: 

NATK>NAL SECURITY 

RESOURCES 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE. 

ROOM 1466 
RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205154401 
imz) 2 2 5 0 4 ~  

Congress of the (United Ststes 
Rouec of Rrprrecntatiore 

%Vaehington, D& 2051 5-4401 
May 2, 1995 

The Honorable James Klugh MG (Ret) 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
Room 3E114 - The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

wmrn OFFICES. 

1017 FEOLRU BUILDING 
324 I T M  STREET 
OGMN. llT 84441 

IWl) 39- 
(801) 625-5677 
18011 r51--5822 

435 EAST TABERNACLE 
SUITE MI 

ST. GEORGE. UT 84770 
18011 62&1071 

Dear Deputy Under Secretary Klugh, 

We are writing to you as members of the Utah congressional 
delegation to express our strongest possible support for the 
proposal to consolidate all tactical missile depot maintenance 
workload to the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC) , Utah. 

As you know, this proposal was presented to the BRAC 
Commissionby our community support group Hill/DDO 95. The Utah 
congressional delegation is not endorsing the Department of 
Defense's decision to close Letterkenny Army Depot. However, if 
this decision is supported by BRAC 95, we believe the Department 
of Defense owes it to the Americantaxpayerto honestly explore 
the most cost effective and efficient redirectionof this vital 
workload. We believe that consolidation of all tactical missile 
workload is still in the best interest of the military and the 
country. The only single site capable of acceptingthis 
consolidation is Ogden ALC. 

If you look at the Department's own data, as well as the 
opinions of the GAO and Joint Cross-Service Working Group, the 
choice is clear. Ogden has the facilities, floor space, trained 
workforce, current workload, explosive storage and hot pit areas 
and proven experience to complete the consolidationon time, 
within the current budget and without degrading the readiness of 
our Armed Forces. The cornbinationof a long history of missile 
work at Hill AFB and Ogden ALC, the proximity to a Tier I 
munitions depot at Tooele and the Utah Test and Training Range, 
and the working relationship in place with major industrial 
suppliers like Thiokol and Alliant Tech makes the Ogden ALC an 
ideal strategic location for this consolidation. We have been 
told that both the GAO and the BRAC staff are looking favorably at 
this proposal. We only ask that you take a hard look at their 
recommendations. 



It is our understandingthat you will be meeting on Friday, 
May 5, with Under Secretary of the Air Force DeLeon and General 
Mike Pavich (Ret) to discuss this issue. It is our firm belief 
that you will find this option provides a win-win situation for 
the Services, the Department of Defense, and the nation. You can 
be assured that the Utah congressional delegation will provide all 
possible support for this initiative and that the people of Utah 
stand ready to serve as they have at Hill Field for over 50 years. 

- 
Sincerely, 

Senator Orrin Hatch 

gressman James Hansen 
# 
n Enid Waldhol 



Document Separator 



Ptroductioa During the 1993 Base Realignment ahd Closure (BRAC) process a 
decision was made to consolidate all tacticaI missile guidance and control section (GCS) 
maintenance at one location, reaffirming the recommendation of interservice consolidation 
in DMRD 908. This decision was based on extensive analysis and led to the eventual 
plan to consolidate this workload at the Letterkenny Army Depot &Em), PA. We 
believe the decision to consolidate was a good one. It provides the potential for greater 
efficiency and reduces costs and down time for vital defense assets. For the 1995 BRAC 
round, the Office of the Secretary of Defense endorsed an Army recommendation to 
deviate fram the '93 BRAC decision and realign-the LEAD consolidation in a three part 
move. T W S D  recommendation retains All-Up-Rod (AUR) testing, maintenanceiand 
storage at LEAD, and moves the maintenance of the GCSs to Tobyhanna b y  D e p t  
 launchen en anavebt 

- 
i%Xto Anniston Army Depot (ANAD), A&. 

The h v  recomGendation reverses the intent of the 1 ~~FBBRAC decision by 
.. 

a 

f~grnentiug rather Ban c o n s o l ~ ~ t h e  taciical missile workload. 
---., 

Hill C Air Force Base, Utah, and the Air Force provide a viable alternative to allow 
complete consolidauon or tne tactical missile m a m t m r k l o a d  at one location. Hill 
kFB currently provides depot mantenance ror ~e Air Force, Navy, and Marine Lo- 

3idewinder and Maverick missile GCSs as well as AUR maintenance for the ~ a = h  
addition, Hill AFB is the management focal point for the Maverick missile system. &? 
AFB provides the capability tvgo beyond the BRAC '93 decision and accept the 
consolidated workload, ta include GCS overhaul and repair and All-Up-Round 
maintenance as well as launcher/vehicle maintenance. 

The Hill AFB facilities (modification, repair, test and starage), personnel skills base, 
i&astructure, and transportation are availabte to ensure consolidation at a low cost, . 

within the time frame specified by the '93 BRAC. This consolidation would provide 
synergism with precision guided munitions, cruise missiles, and ICBM missile workIoad 
currently being accomplished at Hill AFB, through sharing of similar technology bases. 
An overview of the major areas to be considered in workload consolidation at Hill AJ33 
are provided in the subsequent paragraphs. 

id 
, Facilities. The additional tactical Assile GCS maintenance will be centrally located in 

the present missile and aircraft electronic maintenance area. The interconnecting bays 
for rapid movement of components throughout the repair process. While some 

and facility repair hnds are required, there are no MIL,CON 
to complete the consolidation of DoD tactical missile requirements. 

Hill AFB provides a m e  of the art, 24,572 p, facility for AUR testing and maintenance. 
With a small modification, this faciIity will provide sufficient space to handle the 



projected AUR workloads. In addition, several large missile integration maintenance 
facilities are available for overflaw workload. 

Hill AFB can make 400,000 f? of explosive storage space and classified warehouse space 

P available. This space, in 45 structures in the munitions storage area, located on 1,800 
) 

I 2 ,  acres, is available at Hill AFB to handle consdidation of the tactical missile workload. 
7A7<,2@?his will provide access to assets entering the depot maintenance process and to meet 

j immediate mission requirements. In addition, space is available at adjacent military 
facilities to meet other explosive storage requirements. 
/ 

Vehicle and launcher repair will be integrated into the Hill AFB intercontinental ballistic / ,missile erector and transport overhaul and repair fadlity. This 141,560 # , k h  bay, / 

--u- 

: t'facility includes a compIete, collocated support infrastructure, i.e., paint shop, sand blast, 
and machine shop. The vehicle repair facility provides processes fm rapid repair of some 

I 

of the largest surface vehicles and erectors in the &ee world. 
\ 

Skills. Hill AFB tacticd missile GCS personnel retain a high electronics skills base 
coupled with specific training and expertise in the four major GCS skill areas, Electro- 
Optical, Infia-Red, Laser, and Radar. Hill AFB is also the major source of repair for the 
Air Force ICBM workload, combined with rhe tactical missile workload currently at Hill 
AFB, our personnel accomplish approximately 70 percent of the overall hours of DoD 

-\_ 

missile workload. With over 100 tactical missile skilled GCS technicians and 300 strategic 
mTsile technician;, training requirements are greatly reduced. These skills ensure a rapid 
ramp up time over depot personnel with basic electronics experience and little or no GCS 
specific skills. 

Hill AFB Maverick missile personnel have extensive experience in the maintenance and 
testing of AUR missiles. This provides a core of missile technicians with an intimate 
understanding of the requirements for system integration between explosive and non- 
explosive components in tactical missile AUR processes. 

The Hill AFB personnel have specialized transpartation and handling equipment skills 
such as ICBM transport erector skilled personnel. These personnel, coupled with the 
Army trained vehicle mechanics, recently laid off fmm Twle Army Depot, available in 
the local skills base provide a strong personnel core to complete the vehicle and launcher 
maintenance poition of the consolidated workload. ' 

Ihfrastructure. As a major Air Force maintenance depot, Hi11 AFB provides the 1 1 1  
scope infrastructure to manufacture or repair most any item not immediately available 

or fmm one of the hundreds of manufacturers in the local area. 
capability at Hill AFB, applicable to tactical missile workload 
m, a Computer Numerically Controlled Machine 

Shop, Computed Tomography Scan, High Energy X-Ray, and a Composite 
L- ---' 



facilities are designed to h d e  items up to the size of ICBM m o t m  and C-5 landing 
gear. In addition, extensive experience with solid rocket motors and the associated skills 
and facilities provide the capability to test and maintain all types and sizes of motors 
required to support the tasn'cal missile consolidation: The Utah Test and Training Range 
provides a land area of over 900,000 acres to test AUR missiles and missile components. 
Also, two major rocket motor manufacturers (Hercules, Thiokol) are located within the 
community, providing an additional source of technical expertise. 

Transportation. Hill AFB provides the benefit of an active militaq runway, routinely 
accommodating C-5 air* immediately adjacent to the munitions storage and staging 
area. According to the most recent pIan, Hill AFB has 8 sited "Hot Pads" with the 
capability to handle 754K 1.1 N.E.W. This capability, not available at the present OSD 
proposal sites, provides immediate, twenty-four hour support for world wide 
distribution of munitions. Our airlift c@abiliry coupled with an explosive sited railroad 
spur and immediately adjacent North-South, East-West Interstate system, provides Hill 
AFB with rapid transportation to any desired destination. 

Transition Schedule. We recognize the need to ensure the completion of the workload 
consolidation within the time schedule established by the '93 BRAC decision. The 
transition plan prepared by Hill AFB personnel demonstrates the consolidation will 
easily be completed by the end of FY98, well within the desired schedule. The present 
workload, including Sidewinder and Maverick (221,800 Direct Labor Hours), provides the 
base for the Hill AX=B tactical missile transition schedule. Transition of the workload to 
other Army depots will requirvsecondary transfer of the workload at LEAD and the 
initial transfer of the workload from Hill AFB and other depots, thus increasing the 
overall transfer costs and the associated risk. Due to the commonality of tactical missile 
systems,  ons solid at ion at Hill AFB can be completed with minimal risk. The Sidewinder 
equipment presently in place will be used to immediately begin repair of the Navy 
sidewinder workload, as demonstrated during Desert Stom. The commonality between 
the Maverick equipment makes the transfer and integration of the Hellfire missile system 
a very low risk situation. 

Cost  Analysis of the current cost requirements for tactical missile consolidation at 
LEAD and projections made by Hill AFB personnel show that the consolidation d d  be 
completed at Hill AFB for much less tban projected at LEAD and likely within the 
remining LEAD consolidation budget, ~l;is is attained by reaping the benefits --- of an 
dmost $12 million cost --- avoidance by not moving the tactical m i d e  system umend Y 
h q t e d  atHill -@B. Additional savings are gained by taking advantage of more highly 
skilled personnel currently located at Hill AFB, reducing training requirements and 
associated cost. In February 1994, LEAD proposed a budget of $51 million. This was 
amended in February 1995 to $44 million. We project the cost to consolidate the tactical 
missile workload at Hill AFB to approximately $25-27 million. As of the first quarter of 
1995 LEA3 reported they had expended $16.1 million. Compared to the original budget, 



Hill AFl3 offen a cost savings of $24-26 million and compared to the current projection, 
Hill AFB offis  a cost savings of 2 18-20 million. If LEAD'S reported expenditures are 
correct, Hill AFB can accomplish the tactical missile consolidation within the remaining' 
budget. 

Workload. The workload has greatly decreased through approval of waivers and changes 
in the force structure requirements since the '93 BRAC recommendation. This climate 
makes the cawlidation much easier than originally planned and much more critical if the 
ultimate benefits of consoIidation are to be achicvcd. A table sho&g the expected 
workloads transferring under tactical missile consolidation and the associated hours for 
each systems is provided, Attachment 1. This workload is we11 within the capacity of 
existing facilities at Hill AFB . 

Consolidation of the tactical missile workload remains the most desired option, providing 
optimum facility utilization, a centralized strong skills base to rapidly respond to . 

changing requirements, and great potential for the lowest life cycle cost. Consolidation at 
Hill AFB will provide the Department of Defense (DoD) with a singIe source of repair 
(SOR) with proven capability to accomplish the tactical missile maintenance mission and 
improves on the purpose of the original workIoad consolidation decision. The h y ' s  
recommended plan to disperse the tacticd missile workload among three depots leaves 
Hill AFB as the viable alternative for complete consolidation. 

Army Recommendation. The followjng paragraphs examine the BRAC '95 
recornmendations made by the-&my for the tact id missile workload and the cost 
savings that can be realized by consolidating the workload at Hill AFB. 

The Army has proposed moving the GCS repair portion of the tactical missile workload 
to Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD), separating it from AUR testing and launcher 
maintenance. There are several disadvantages to this recommendation. Firs? as noted 
above, this fragments the tactical missile workload- Second, the entire GCS workload 
would have to be moved to TO@ which currintly has little or no GCS workloads or 

The Army has r-ended that the remaining portion of the tactical missile 
maintenance mission, AUR testing and repair, remain at Letterkemy Army Depot While 
a common practice dthe past, once again it results in the fiagmkntatioa of the tactical 
missile workload. If cansolidation remains the goal, and LEAD is an unacceptable site to 
accomplish this consolidation, then Hill AFB remains the viable alternative. 

The recommendation moves the repair of tactical missile launchers and vehicles to 
Anniston A m y  Depot. Again this fragments the tactical missile workload. 



Summary. A decision to consolidate the tactical missile workload at Hill AFB allows 
the consolidation to be completed in less time and with less cost than the option 
recommended by the Army. The expected costs of moving the workload to Hill AFB are 

' 1.11 lower than those projected by LEAD. This lower &t is primarily due to the experience 
f 7  base in tactid missile dated sgllr and the reduction in systems requiring movement to n 

new location. We believe that the con savings would be of similar magnitude when 
Ls  compared to the plan presented by the Army in the BRAC '95 recommendations. In 

order to ftlfill the Anny's recommendation, 100 percent of the GCS workload would 
have to be moved to TOAD. The only savings would be fiom leaving AUR maintenance 

/ in place at LEAD. Choosing - to ms~l ida ta  the tactical missile workload to Hill AFB 
' 1  L w ~ d d  result in a one time saviner (of - 1 ~  $12 million) f m  not movlng two 

n-GCS workloads, having a base of specific tactic&rn~siIe train-sting 
I ' , vehicle muntenanc~facilities and skilled persomel, immediate airlifi capability, and 

"V " / J suficimt adjacent storage to support all Gpects of the tactical missile operation. 
/@kq , L 

pz[ " 
4d-b /With the Anny's decision to end maintenance operations at LEAD, the only location 

capable of handling rhe entire tactical missile consotidation, at reasonable toss is Hill ,L.'Lfl'd 
AFB. A proposal, Attachment 2, was made in  February 1995, by Hill AFB personnel to 
consolidate, not only the workload scheduled for LEAD, but also all other known DoD 
tactical missile workloads, at Hill AFB. The proposal provides the only viable solution 
to facilitate the DMRD 908 recommendation and B U C  '93 decision for consolidation of 
tactical missile workloads. We recognize consolidation is the best decision far long term 
tactical missile sustainmerit in DoD. 
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EXECUTIVE SUNIMARY 

INTRODUCTION. Hill Air Force Base is a government owned, government operated 

installation established in 1939 and is located in northern Utah, approximately 30 miles north of 

Salt Lake City. The Air Force Materiel Command (AFIMC) operates Ogden Air Logistics Center 

(ALC) which is located at Hill M B .  Currently, Ogden ALC is assigned worldwide logistics 

management, maintenance, and testing support responsibilities for our nation's fleet of silo-based 

inter-continental ballistic missiles, landing gear, conventional munitions, reconnaissance sensor 

technology, and the F-16 Fighting Falcon. Our single point of lo@stics manazemenr includes the 

full scope of acquisition, engineering, item management, technical management, logistics support, 

aging and surveillance testing, and depot maintenance collocated at one installation. Our mission 

support is enhanced with the collocation of our nationally recognized environmental support staff. 

Hill M B  is situated on 6,698 acres of land. Our test and training range has over of 900,000 acres 

and is within 30 flight miles of the base. Our infrastructure includes 1,438 buildings (including 

those at remote activities), 239 miles of roadway systems, 3 1 miles of railrdad. and 6.4 million 

square feet of airfield pavement. There are 5.1 million square feet of industrial space available for 

maintenance activity, over 247,000 square feet of collocated munitions storage, with additional 

munitions storage available at the nearby Tooele Army Depot. 

Hill AFB hosts more than 50 tenant organizations, including the Regional Information Processing 

Center (one of two state siae information hubs), a Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) storage 

depot and distribution point, and the 388th and 419th Tactical Fighter Wing. They benefit by 

our geographical location, close proximity to a major commercial airport, support infrastructure, 

and adjacent training facilities. 

Firmly established as one of the state's largest employers, Hill AFB has a si,onificant and positive 

impact on Utah's economy. There are several universities, colleges, and vocational schools in the 

immediate area of Hill AFB with established cooperative education programs in electronics and 

mechanical training to support our present and hture missions. 



Our workforce is trained in electronic, electro-mechanical, infrared, radar, optical, vehicle 

maintenance, ground support equipment, and missile transporter and erector skills. The local 

workforce provides a variety of baseline skills required to support the increased workload, 

including Army trained vehicle mechanics, reducing internal training cost and lead time. A 

number of industrial facilities also utilize personnel having these skills. 

Collocation of functions required to support the repair, modification, test, and storase of 

conventional munitions and tactical missiles provides a demonstrated benefit to system 

engineering, test, and repair. Our Silo-Based Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (SBICBM) 

infrastructure with computed tomography and X-ray capability and the extensive Utah Test and 

Training Range provide specialized test capability that is not available at other depots, includins 

live drops and flight profiles with completed analysis in the same work day. Through dual usage 

of expertise and capabilities (manpower, equipment, facilities, and response-time), the optimum 

use of available resources is achieved. 

f i l l  AFB provides immediate access to ground, rail, and air transportation. Three major 

Interstate Routes, I- 15 (north and south), 1-80 and 1-84 (east and west) are adjacent to, or in 

close proximity to, the base. Hill AFB provides a major ground cargo terminal and an explosive- 

sited rail head located within the confines of the base. The base's railroad tracks provide access to 

a major rail frei$t terminal located five miles to the north in Ogden, Utah, providing direct 

shipment to or from any railway across the country. 

Commercial air transportation is located 30 miles south at the Salt Lake City International 

Airport, providing timely access for personnel visiting our depot. Military air transportation is 

provided on base using our 13,500-foot runway and associated air cargo terminal. Hill AFB's 

capacity to project, generate, and sustain support for contingencies and mobilization meets or 

exceeds all military organizational requirements. We have 17 hot pads capable of handling up to 

694,000 pounds of 1.1 net explosive weight. 



SCOPE. The purpose of this document is to provide more detailed supporting data on the 

transfer of the complete tactical missile workload from their assigned depots to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The workload to be transferred is that which is presently scheduled to be in place at the depots in 

FY99. The workload hours are those projected as core hours for the same fiscal year. Therefore, 

the guidance and control unit workload presently at HILL AFB is considered as part of the 

Letterkenny 623,000 direct labor hours (DLH) identified below. A list of the depots and their 

respective hours are as follows: 

Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 623,000 DLH 

Red River Army Depot (W) 58,000 DLH 

Tobyhanna Army.Depot (TOAD) 59,000 DLH 

Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center (CR-NS WC) 38.000 DLH 

Wamer-Robbins ALC (WR-ALC) 13,000 DLH 

TRANSITION. Our Transition Plan includes all the workloads identified in the LEAD Tactical 

Missile Consolidation Plan in addition to the RRAD, TOAD, CR-NSWC, and CVR-ALC 

workloads not identified. This proposal was developed with the intent of providing estimates for 

accomplishing facility and equipment relocation at Hill AFB, with the workload transfer from the 

current Source of Repair (SOR) to Ogden ALC at the earliest reasonable time following a 

decision. Our plan was developed to provide the most timely transfer possible, while maintaining 

maximum missile system readiness. Our proposed milestone transition schedule is provided. In 

the event a decision is made to retire systems or leave them in contract maintenance, the milestone 

schedule can be adjusted accordingly. 

FACILITIES. Military Construction (MILCON) is not required to facilitate the tactical missile 

'workload at Hill AFB. The workload will be placed in existing facilities centralizing the s idance  

control unit (GCU) and electronics workloads in Buildings 5 and 100. The vehicle workload will 

be intesrated with our missile erector and transporter overhaul repair area in Building 847, with in 

excess of 100,000 square feet made available in Building 238 and other high bay general purpose 



facilities located on base. Minor construction to modify existing facilities and upgrade to the next 

level of certification is required. 

EQUIPMENT. Equipment presently used in the depot maintenance of the proposed systems or 

obtainedlprovided to support the LEAD activation will be transferred to Hill AFB to facilitate the 

activation process. Workloads and associated equipment scheduled to transfer, that are presently 

at a contract facility, will be brought on line at Hill AFB with the associated cost paid for by the 

appropriate System Program Office. 

PERSONNEL. The personnel requirements were calculated from the projected core hours using 

the DoD capacity standard of .1,6 15 hourslman-year for direct labor. The personnel requirements 

for indirect labor and base operating support were calculated based on the total direct labor at 17 

and eight percent respectively. 

TRAINING. Our training costs were developed using two scenarios, a) transfer of 60 percent of 

the personnel, b) transfer of 20 percent of the personnel. While the 60 percent personnel transfer 

resulted in a smaller training cost, it also resulted in a much higher transfer cost and an overall 

higher relocation cost. The details of our plan are provided in the subsequent sections. 

OTHER ISSUES. Complete workload transition plans must include the full impact of the plan 

on the financial and rnissiop'support requirements of each weapon system. Our proposed plan is a 

basic plan that demonstrates part of the transition process (i.e., transition timeline, facilities impacr 

and cost, personnel required, and training). Detailed data is required before the complete plan can 

be finalized. While we have completed some preliminary work on some of the other issues 

(i.e., first article cost, severance pay, transfer cost, and transportation) the details can not be 

'accurately prepared without visual inspection of the work and interface with the other depots. 



TRANSFER PLAN 

Ogden ALC has the capability to accept the entire Department of Defense tactical missile 

maintenance workload without major military construction and minimum facility modification 

costs. Our transfer plan has been established to move these workloads to Ogden ALC and still 

meet the original operational dates proposed by LEAD. This plan is still tentative, as much of the 

details of the whole workload are not clearly defined (e.g., Red River and Tobyhanna). However, 

AIM-9, AM-9  Modification, the AGM-65, and the most modern air launched strategic missile 

workloads are already beins performed at Ogden K C ,  providing a foundation for any missile 

workload consolidation. 

In order to meet the proposed transfer schedule at the expected cost, the current AM-9 and 

AGM-65 workload transfer to LEAD must be delayed approximately 120 days, until a new law 

directing the relocation of the tactical missile workload to Ogden ALC is passed. In addition, 

other workloads would need to begin transferring to Ogden ALC immediately to meet the target 

dates for initial repair capability. Ogden ALC is ready to accept "like" workloads first (i.e., Naw 

-4IM-9 and Hellfire). These are similar to our existing workloads providing the ability to rapidly 

ramp-up and sustain mission requirements. Once these workloads are operational, Ogden ALC 

will phase-in those workloads currently in a transfer status and finally move to consolidate 

workloads currently operational at other sources of repair. 

. 
Ogden ALC has approximately 25 percent of the workload proposed for consolidation already in 

place. This allows Ogden ALC to perform the workload transfer and achieve initial operational 

capability in much less total time than LEAD. Ogden ALC has established a realisfic transfer plan 

and fblly expects to execute the plan when a decision is made. A copy of our plan is provided on 

the following page. 





FACILITIES PLAN 

An overview of the facilities used in the tactical missile consolidation plan is provided in the 

subsequent paragraphs followed by a facility layout. Additional layouts are provided for specific 

bays within a building where more detail is required. 

BUILDING 100. Building 100 is constructed of brick with metal personnel doors and metal 

overhead doors to facilitate the shipping and receiving area. The current facility has security 

systems with all doors tied to an alarm system. The interior is climate controlled to accommodate 

sensitive electronic test equipment. Utilities include heat, power, air conditioning, and lightning 

control sensors. The building is supplied with air pressure, nitrogen lines to work stations, and 

601400hz power. The facility is equipped with a 10,000 gallon liquid nitrogen tank, one waterfall 

and two standard paint booths, vibration testing capability, and a 1,000 class clean room. 

Capabilities are available to support optical rehrbishment and small machine shop operations. 

The facility accommodates physical and chemical science laboratories as well as a tool crib, a 

consumable materials distribution point, and assorted administrative suppoa. The following 

paragraphs provide a brief description of the Building 100 bays that will be used in the tactical 

missile workload consolidation. 

Bay A: The photonics operation within this bay is equipped with assorted optical testing 

and refurbishing capabilities. The optical polishing and testing equipment is modern and suitable 

to support Infrared and visible light capable systems. There is a minor modification cost of 

$20,000. 

I 

Bay K: The Air Force Sidewinder AIM-9 missile workload is currently established within 

this bay. This facility will support the Navy Sidewinder, Avenger, Chaparral, and Standard 

missiles electronic components. There are no facility modification costs. 



Bay L: Currently the ICBM weapon system is occupying some of the space on the air 

conditioned raised floor. There will be enough floor space to accommodate Tobyhama LRU 

workload requirements. There are no facility modification costs. 

Bay N: This bay will to be used to support Hawk, AVlR-iwIi~l, and ATAS weapon 

systems. There are no facility modification costs. 

BUILDING 5. Building 5 is constructed of brick with metal personnel doors and metal overhead 

doors to facilitate the shipping and receiving area. The interior is climate controlled to 

accommodate sensitive electronic test equipment. Utilities include heat, power, air conditioning, 

and lightning control sensors.. The building is supplied with air pressure, nitrogen lines to work 

stations, and 601400hz power. The facility is equipped with a 10,000 gallon liquid nitrogen tank, 

three 400 square foot waterfall paint booths, and a 1,000 class laser clean room. The facility 

includes four radio frequency (RF) shielded rooms and appropriate administrative space. The 

following paragraphs provide a brief description of the Building 5 bays that will be used in the 

tactical missile workload consolidation. 

Bay B: This bay requires some modification to include placing a large door between bays 

B 1 C and relocation of a hoist. The bay will be designated as the shipping and receiving facility 

for all tactical missile components located in Building 5. Estimated modification cost is $60,000. 

v 

Bay C: Presently supports tactical missile and aircraft radar workloads. The bay will be 

modified to facilitate the repair of Hawk and Patriot missile components. Estimated modification 

cost is $170,000. 



Bay D: The LMaverick missile is currently serviced within this bay. The Hellfire is similar 

to the Maverick missile and collocation is beneficial to both programs. Other systems to be 

placed within this bay include Patriot and launcher electronic components. Some modification is 

required, including placins a door between bays D and E. Estimated modification cost is 

S88,000. 

Bay E: The facility will support the TOW and Dragon missile components with the 

addition of a door between Bays E and F. Estimated modification cost is $8,000. 

Bay F: The facility will support Phoenix and HARM missile components. This bay 

requires a minor construction.project to lower ceilings, improve ventilation, and replace floor tile. 

Estimated modification cost is $290,000. 

Bay G: This area will house the administrative portion of the tactical missile workload in 

a consolidated facility. All required equipment and ofice materials are in piace. There are no 

facility modification costs. 

Bay M: Home of the F-1G Avionics Test Facility with six anechoic chambers for testing 

radar antennas and radomes. Two of the chambers are available for testing the HAR-iM, 

PHOENIX, and A w l  'missile systems. There are no facility modification costs required. 

. 
Bay P (mezzanine): The facility will support Shillelagh, MLRS. Sparrow, ATACM, 

Tobyhanna LRUs, and ANITSQ-73. An elevator is in place to move large equipment. Some 

modification to include walls and ceiling tile is required. Estimated modification cost is $290,000. 



BUILDINGS 2026 AND 1424. These facilities are constructed of concrete. The bays within the 

buildings are segre~ated with concrete walls to facilitate testing of explosive material. The 

personnel doors are metal with steel overhead doors to accommodate shipping and receiving. 

Each facility has a security alarm system. Access to the buildings are gained by passing throush a 

guarded gate. 

BUILDING 847. Our modem 146,000 square foot vehicle repair facility houses the repair and 

overhaul processes for the Minuteman and Peacekeeper transporters and erectors. The facilities 

provide sandblast and paint booths designed to process large vehicles and equipment up to 14 feet 

hi,oh, 13 feet wide, and 100 feet long. Special features include four 3SO-foot drive through bays 

each with a 10,000 pound capacity 100 foot bridge crane, fourteen 100 foot bays, a ventilation 

system for indoor engine operation, and hazardous material zoninz meeting Federal, State, and 

EPA standards. In addition, our facility provides hlly equipped sheet metal, welding, machine 

and component repair shops, along with proof loading capability to 120,000 pounds. 

BLrTLDLNG 509. The facility is constructed of concrete and consists of high and low bay work 

areas. Part of the facility can be secured to accommodate mission requirements. It is explosive- 

licensed for repair of egress systems and cartridge activated device/propellant actuated device 

(CADPAD) systems. Excess capacity in the facility will be used to repair the Crane workload. 

There is no modification cost. 
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OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE. As a major Air Force maintenance depot, Ogden ALC 

provides the full scope infrastructure to manufactam or repair most any item not immediately 

available through the supply system or from one of the hundreds of manufacturers in tbe local 

area. To meet tbe full range of re~uinxnents neewiry to support tactical missile overhaul 

operations, support functions are vital. 'Ihe following table lists some of the support 

funct idshops embedded in the Ogden ALC infrastructure. 

In Addition, Ogden ALC hosts the Munitions Maintenance and Test Squadron, responsible for 

storage, inspection, maintenance, handling, testing, and shipment of over 3,800 munitions line 

items. They maintain 140 storage structures capable of storing over seven million pounds of net 

explosive weight. They provide aging surveillance and sus tainment testing capability for 

munitions and associated components including, fuses, mket motors, batteries, and starter 

cartridges, to name a few. 

I Shop Name 

Computed Tomography 

Inspection 

Dissection Shop 

PhysicaIlDimensional 

Laboratory 

Software Development 

Optical Polishing and Coating 

Refurbishment and Mfg. 

Circuit Card Manufacturing 

Extensive experience with solid w k e t  motors and the associated skills and facilities provide the 

capability to test and maintain all types and sizes of motors r e q M  to support the tactical missile 

consolidation. The Utah Test and Training Range provides a land area of over 900,000 acm to 

test AUR missiles and missile components. Our infrastructure is enhanced with two major rocket 

Shop Name 

X-Ray Inspection 

Propellant Machine Shop 

Propellant Chemical Analysis 

Lab 

Machine Shop 

Rubber Manufacturing 

Wood Mill 

Shop Name 

~ropellant ~aborai& 

Chemical Laboratory 

Investment Casting 

Cable and Harness 

Manufacturing 

Sheet Metal Manufacturing 

Textile Shop 

d 
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Missile Seeker Technologies Repaired at Hill AFB 

Each of the technologies above are already used in existing workloads at Ogden ALC. 

NOTES: 
1- Antema based, controlled by ground radar 
2- Embedded Radar 
3- Wire Guided 
4- Pneumatic 

Miesllc 

Nrupe 

AMRAAh4 

~ f A s  Batles 

AI'ACMS 

A% 1 

Avenger 

Avmger 

D&on 
HARM 

HAWK 

Hellt-ii 

LCSS 

Maverick1 

SLAM 

ATCH 5 

Other 

x' 

X 

Bask 

F m  

?; 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

IwrtIPl 

Navigdhn 

X 

X 

Towcobra 

TOWII 

Infrared 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Data 

L U  

X 

X 

X 

X 

x3 
x3 

EIectro 

@h 

x3 

X 

Ultra 

Vldet 

X 

X 

X 

Radar 

x2 

x2 

x2 
X1 

LPsei 

X 
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MISSILE SEEKER TECHNOLOGY SKIUS BASE 

Basic Electronics. Our GCS technicians are trained and certified in AC/DC theory, 

semiconductor theohy, circuit analysis, digital electronics, computer programming, analog 

electronics, high mliability soldering, micro- . . soldering, and multilayer soldering. These 

electronic skills provide a stmng baseline for leaming the specialized skills required to repair GCS 

units, 

Infrared Technology. Cmntly,  we repair and overhaul missile guidance control seekers, i.e. 

Maverick Missile (imaging infrared), Sidewhdes Missile (heat source infrared), and the GBU-15 

Infrared Guided Bornb (imaging infrared), using this technology. Hill AFB has appropriate skilled 

workforce to meet any missile infrared based guidance control system requirements. 

Electro-Optics Technology. Ogden AIL accomplishes repair and overhaul of the Elecm Optics 

Maverick Missile guidance control section. We also overhaul GBU-15 Electro Optics Guided 

Bombs and assorted electm optics camera systems. This Center has the required skills and 

facilities to r@k and overhaul any eletro optic guidance control systems. 

Radar Technology. Hill AFB personnel repair the F-4G and F- 16 AIBICID fire control radar 

systems. Included within the capability axe the appropriate antenna and radar ranges necessary to 

provide full functional testing. Skills and facilities axe available at Kill AFB to support radar 

based technology within missile guidance control systems. 

Inertial Navigation Technology. Ogden ALC provides repair and modification capabilities in 

ineriial navigation technology by supporting a variety of Air Force weapon systems including; 

cruise missiles and F-4, F-16, and C-141 aircraft navigational systems. This Center is the Center 

of Excellence within the Command on navigational components. Skills and facilities are in place 

to support missile components using this technology. 



Data Link Technology. Data link technology is cunently in place in our support of GBU-15 

Guided Bomb Family of weapon systems. Appropriate skills and facilities are in place to support 

missiles that use this technology. 

Ultra Violet Technology. This technology is similar to infrared but at a different energy band 

width. We accomplish &pot kvel maintenance on Coast Guard electro optic sensors that use this 

technology. Skills and facilities, with unique equipment capabilities already exist at this Center. 

Laser Technology. We repair the Laser Maverick Missile, the PAVEWAY laser guided bomb, 

and laser alignment equipment associated with missile launching operations. We have already 

established appropriate laser certified facilities and a skilled workforce to accommodate this 

technology. 



motor manufacturers (Hercules, Thiokol) who are located in the local vacinity and provide an 

additioiul source of of explosive expertise. 
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MANPOWER REQUIRENIENTS 

Ogden ALC has established manpower requirements to handle the tactical missile maintenance 

workload. These manpower requirements were determined from the projected core hours for the 

tactical missile workload in FY99 and using the capacity standard of 1,615 hours/man-year to 

determine required direct personnel. Requirements for indirect personnel and base operating 

support personnel were calculated as 17 percent and eight percent of total direct labor 

respectively. Manpower requirements for the entire core tactical missile workload are as follows: 



TRAINING PLAN 

Ogden ALC has developed a matrix to establish training requirements and expected expenses 

This matrix was developed by expanding and modifLing the training matrix used by L E D  to 

establish costs and timing for its transfer plan. The Ogden ALC training plan is based on the 

assumption that costs for training each individual would remain the same as those outlined in the 

LEAD plan. In addition, the two ,, assuqt ions  were used to determine the number of personnel 
-3 

that would require training, a) t 0 percent transfer rate, b) a 20 percent transfer rate 
2 < _---- 

based on LEAD experience. T trix also includes estimated costs for workloads not 

covere;rby the LEAD plan Ogden ALC training costs are as follows: 

60 percent transfer S3.38M 

20 percent transfer $5.69M 

Our training costs are significantly reduced by two factors, a) workloads currently in place, such 

as AIM-9 a n d - ~ ~ ~ - 6 5 ,  require no additional training, b) sufficient electronics technicians are 

available at Ogden -4LC or in the local area to support this workload, therefore basic electronics 

training is not necessary. 

NOTE: Our projected training costs.do not include training required to support the Chaparral or 

ANITSQ-73 workloads as most recent information provided through the LEAD transition team 

identified both systems will be retired in place and not transfer. 



SUMMARY 

Our analysis demonstrates our ability to easily consolidate the tactical missile workload at Ogden 

!LC. Optimal use of our existing infrastructure provides the opportunity not only to complete 

the transition within the present consolidation schedule, but at a much reduced cost. The 

following information provides an overview of the major issues and concerns to which we were 

asked to respond. 

No MILCON Required 

Shop Floor ~earraniement and Modification Costs: $1.8M 

Manpower Authorizations: 

Direct Labor 490 PIES 
Indirect Labor 83 P E s  
Base Operating Support 39 P E s  
Total Authorizations 612 PIES 

. 

Estimated Training Costs: 

60 percent transfer $3.38M 
20 percent transfer S5.69M 

One of the major cost savings features of this proposal is leaving the current tactical missile 

workloads, AIM-9 and AGM-65, at Ogden ALC. Doing so will result in a cost avoidance in 

excess of $12M. To reap the benefits of this savings, it is necessary to delay the scheduled 

transfer of these systems to LEAD until a final decision can be made, approximately 120 days. 

Ogden ALC stands ready to support the tactical missile consolidation decision. . 





WHITE PAPER 

ON 
COST TO PERFORM TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 

AT 
ODGEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

1. PURPOSE. The purpose of this White Paper is to show the actual costs of 
consolidating tactical missile maintenance at 00-ALC. The costs shown in this paper are 
based on actual cost to transition missile systems into Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 
and cost estimates developed by the Joint Service Working Group for Tactical Missile 
Consolidation. Cost estimates on HAWK and PATRIOT Air Defense Systems transition 
are developed utilizing LEAD'S knowledge and experience on these systems and 
experience gained transitioning 13 other missile systems to LEAD. 

2. COSTS. Attached cost data sheets (Encl 1) are from the Department of Defense 
Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation at Letterkenny Army Depot, Base 
Realignment and Closure 1993, Final Implementation Plan, 06 May 1994. This is the cost 
data that is used for all systems in this cost comparison except HAWK, PATRIOT, 
Avenger, and ATAS. 

-+ 
a. MILCON. 00-ALC claims a MILCON cost of $2.79M which includes $2.OM for 

a PATRIOT Radar Range, $0.44M for Building 5 mezzanine, and $0.35M for ATACMS 
Building 2214. The cost to build the PATRIOT radar test site at LEAD was $1. 8M in 
1988. Today's cost to duplicate would be $2.OM. This $2.OM does not include the 
construction cost to build 2,500 sq A building which houses the test site simulation 
equipment. This facility was in place, at LEAD, prior to the building of the radar test site. 
The cost to construct this building will be $0.50M. 00-ALC radar test site costs do not 
include MILCON costs for the HAWK radar test site. The HAWK test site requires a 
160,000 sq fi macadam hardpan area at a cost of $0.476M. HAWK and PATRIOT test 
site MILCON cost will be $2.97M. ,OO-ALC states MILCON costs for Building 2214 are 
$0.35M. It was evident during May 95 site visit to 00-ALC that Building 2214 requires 
major renovation to accept the ATACMS workload. (Encl2) Renovation cost for 
Building 2214 is $3.2M, 59% of construction cost $5.5M. LEAD has 382,161 sq A of 
floor space dedicated to repair of missile systems specified in BRAC 93. An additional 
100,000 sq A of space is required for maintenance of HAWK, PATRIOT and Avenger 
trucks, shelters, HMMWVs, trailers, launchers, wire harness rebuild, small motor rebuild, 
power generators, NBC filters, and air condintioning rebuild. 00-ALC tactical missile 
repair capacity is 46,000 sq A, expandable by an additional 3 1 1,820 sq ft. This expandable 
space will require minor renovation to meet specific facility requirements associated with 
each system. Using a very conservative renovation cost of $15 a sq A this cost would be 
$4.67M. Total MILCON cost for 00-ALC would be $1 1.28M. Many of the facilities 
that 00-ALC intends to use for missile maintenance are reported as substandard for 



workload expansion in BRAC 95 Joint Cross Group 00-ALC Depot Maintenance Data 
Call Supplemental, February 1995. These facilities are Building 5 Bays- C, D, E, P, 
Building 100 Bays K, M, N. Also 00-ALC facilities plan for missile consolidation shows 
Stinger being located in Building 5C. Stinger is an explosive Class 1.1 missile and can not 
be brought into Building 5C. It is obivious that 00-ALC does not have a through grasp 
on the facilities requirements for tactical missile consolidation and their MXLCON costs 
should be reviewed. 

b. Ammunition Storage MILCON. There are 2 options associated with the proposal to 
move tactical missile consolidation to 00-ALC; 1. Move tactical missiles to 00-ALC 
and enclave LEAD'S ammunition area for conventional ammunition storage. 2. Close 
LEAD'S ammunition area and move tactical missiles to 00-ALC. The storage space 
requirements for Option 1 tactical missile consolidation are based upon storage space 
actually occupied at LEAD today for Sparrow, HARM, Phoenix, Sidewinder, AMRAAM, 
Maverick, and ATACMS, for a total of 350,866 sq ft. After the year 2000, storage 
requirements will increase by 77K sq A for ATACMS. Bringing Option 1 minimum 
storage requirements to 427,866 sq ft. This does not include outyear or possible 
workload increases. 00-ALC will vacate 87,000 sq ft  of strategic ammunition storage 
space, bringing their total to 187K sq ft. It is recommended that the 00-ALC plan to 
vacate 87K sq ft  of strategic missile storage be closely reviewed; treaty obligations /other 
will likely require retention of these missiles at 00-ALC returning available missile 
storage space to lOOK sq ft. Accepting that 00-ALC has 187K sq ft  of storage space 
they would require an additional 240,866 sq ft  of ammunition storage space. 
Construction cost for a Stradley magazine in 1980 was $125/sq f t  per OSD analysis. 
Increasing that by a factor of .7 to allow for 15 years of inflation places the cost of a single 
2,000 gross sq f t  magazine at $425K. To allow for sufficient net space, 121 magazines 
would be required under Option 1 for a total cost of $5 1.4M.. Option 2 ammunition 
storage MILCON cost would be $240.12M for construction of 565 magazines. Option 2 
storage requirements are based on the 350,866 sq ft currently used at LEAD for tactical 
missile consolidation plus; Stinger 42K sq ft, Hellfire 288K sq A, ATACMS 77K sq ft, 
THAAD 52K sq ft, PATRIOT/HAWK TMRF 506K sq ft. This brings Option 2 storage 
requirements to 1,3 15,866 sq fi. 00-ALC would be required to build an additional 
1,288,866 sq fl of ammunition storage to support Option 2. The 00-ALC statement that 
all of the services missiles would be stored at one location, LEAD is not true. The storage 
space utilized by LEAD is required to perform missile maintenance, certification, awaiting 
and post maintenance storage, All Up Round testing, awaiting demilitarization, and 
surveillance testing. 

c. Equipment Transfer. 00-ALC states that equipment transfer costs are $3.696M. 
The equipment transfer costs to 00-ALC should be $8.12M. This cost was derived by 
subtracting the Sidewinder and Maverick equipment transition cost ($.692M) from the 
tactical missile consolidation equipment transition cost ($4.5 1 M) then adding the cost to 
transition HAWK, Avenger, ATAS, and PATRIOT equipment ($4.3M). Cost to 
transition HAWK equipment is $2.78M, Avenger $5K, ATAS $5K, and PATRIOT $1.5M 
for a total of $4.3M. See attached sheets (Encl3) for HAWK and PATRIOT costs. 



d. Inventory Transfer. 00-ALC states that inventory transfer costs are $3.106M. The 
inventory transfer costs to 00-ALC should be $2.435M. This cost was derived by 
subtracting the Sidewinder and Maverick inventory transition cost ($.85M) from the 
tactical missile consolidation inventory transition cost ($2.475M) then adding the cost to 
transition HAWK ($20K) and PATRIOT inventory ($20K). 

e. First Article Test (FAT). 00-ALC states that FAT costs are $1.063M. The 
FATlcertification costs to 00-ALC should be $4.883M. This cost is derived by 
subtracting the Sidewinder and Maverick FAT cost ($98K) from the tactical missile 
consolidation FAT cost ($677K) then adding the cost of HAWK ($900K), Avenger 
($5K), ATAS ($5K), and PATRIOT ($3.4M). Performance of FAT on 13 missile systems 
has shown that FAT cost is 50% of the repairloverhaul cost. Fifty percent of the 
repairloverhaul cost was used to compile FAT costs for HAWK, PATRIOT, ATAS, and 
Avenger. 

f Training. 00-ALC states that training costs are $17.5M. The training cost to 
00-ALC should be $29.903M. This cost is derived by subtracting Sidewinder and 

Maverick training costs ($3.012M) and basic electronics costs ($892K) from the tactical 
missile consolidation training costs ($10.644M) and then adding training costs for HAWK 
($7.OM), PATRIOT (1 6.OM), Avenger ($147K), and ATAS ($16K). 00-ALC has stated 
that LEAD's training estimates are inflated because 00-ALC intends to train 50 % of the 
work force for HAWK and PATRIOT. LEAD's training estimates are based on training 
approximately 50 % of the workforce for HAWK and PATRIOT. The PATRIOT system 
represents 302 manyears of workload. LEAD'S training estimate is based on training of 
145 employees. The HAWK system represents 112 manyears of workload. LEAD'S 
training estimate is based on training of 70 employees. Costs include per deim, TDY, 
labor, and tuition. Tuition costs are based on information from Raytheon Company and 
Ordnance, Missiles, and Munitions Center School, Redstone Arsenal, AL. Training costs 
are based on 1993 dollars. For course breakout, cost, and number of students attending 
each portion see attached sheets (Encl4). 00-ALC states they will receive HAWK 
training at Barstow MCLB, CA. This is not possible the only location capable of givhg 
HAWK Phase 3 training is LEAD. , 

g. Facility Modification. 00-ALC states their RPM costs are $.989M. As noted in 
section 2a of this document, portions of 00-ALC facilities were listed as substandard for 
expansion, if the cost to correct these deficiencies is not covered under MILCON it should 
be reflected under facility modification costs. As 00-ALC has no definitive facility plans 
$989M will be used in this cost analysis. 

h. Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and Operation Procurement Account (OPA). 
00-ALC states that their O&M and OPA costs are $3.216M. Additional costs that 
should be added to the 00-ALC costs are Sparrow Hydraulic Distribution System $60K, 
Sparrow Console HVAC System $21 OK, HARM Anechoic Chamber HVAC $250K, 15 
ton overhead crane $225K, and explosion room to test HAWK hydraulic cylinders $60K. 



Additional costs total $805K. These costs will likely rise as more requirements are 
identified. 

i. Permanent Change of Station (PCS). 00-ALC PCS costs should be $6.16M. (101 
times $61K = $6.16M) This was derived by using a 20% transfer rate from LEAD to 
00-ALC (505 personnel times 20% = 101). Cost to transfer one person of $61K is based 
on a PCS cost of $2.712 and real estate cost of $1.684M that was required to PCS 72 
personnel to LEAD. 



COST COMPARSION 

AREA 00-ALC LEAD 

MILCON 
AMMO MILCON 
OPTION 1 * 
OPTION 2** 
EQUIP TRANSFER 
INVENT TRANSFER 
FAT 
TRAINING 
FACILITY MOD 
O&M/OPA 
PCS 
OTHER 

TOTAL 
OPTION 1 
OPTION 2 

* OPTION 1 -REALIGN LEAD, ENCLAVE AMMO AREA 
** OPTION 2-CLOSE LEAD, INCLUDING AMMO AREA 
*** $26.1 ALREADY EXPENDED 
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John, 

On I May Bob Weber, G l e n  Messenger, B i l l  Stone (LEAD AXMO 

I representatives), along with John Locber ,  and Woodie Nobel (Hill 
AFB, X P  W . 0  rep~6sentatfve~J screened n i l l  APE3 munitions " 2 -  

area bldg 2214 fo r  suitability and f e a k b i l i t y  for the ARMY TACM 
AUR (All-Up-Round) depot raintenance. 'Itto additional A i r  Force 
military ammition specialist were on hand to tour the facility. 

* ~uilding 2214 is currently a o~erational dmil facility f o r  
conventional munitions. This building has rnore than amble floor 
space (greater than 16,000 sq. ft. 1 a i b l v  to handle t h e  
current  ATCAM Letterkenny4UR d a p t  mi ssion . H o w e v e x ,  without . * ',extensiv~ mbil~f- (estimate in excess of several. 

' 

Smillionl. building 2214 i s  unusable today far the ATACM 
Latterkmmy mission. 

P l a n s  &SC to mPva Ehe cwmdnt damil operation away from this 
f a d f  ty, and udless other uses arc idmtified, buildfng 2214 
would be demolished or rendered bert storage- The rationale for 
C h i s  i s ;  b?JLding  2214 14 aarfactat to a Hill APB natulal fgts vaat 

* area, at POL facility which m e s  it's crutrent mmiticms hazard 
classificati~llimit Q £  425 3 . b  1.1 ner bay (9 bays). No five 
6 l ; i a n s  operati- have baan p a r i d  bufldkzg 2214 for 
more thm cmc year vihile the explosive l i e m a  is tnrdes xevie~ by 
the Hill AFB ~-xplosive safety c-ty. 

* The suitability of 2214 for ATACM operatioris is not applicable 
without almost total reconstttuction for several reastons: 

* 

A,  Outer walls are insufficient, current: caa5trvct;ion is . - - - - -  .- -- 
block vs . poured reinforcd--concretea 
B . C e i l i n g  height is >inadewate, internal gLurPins and p-s 
l h d t  access to 9 feet or less. 
C .  B a y s  are orientated in a horizontal vs. lateral fashion 
which would not be conducive to A T A m  maintenapce. 
(orientation and alignment to true north is paramount to 

ATACM depclc maintenance 1 
U .  Environmental considerations do n o t  exist, or axe not 
adequate -A/C. electr ical  power, high pres~ure a i r ,  
lighting. . . 
E. Overhead cranes are scarce ernd under rated. for ATACt3's. 
F .  E n t r y  and e x i t  maintenance r o l l  up doors are 
insufficient height. 
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G. Security alarms exist { D S ) ,  not functioning, with no 
additional fencing. 

J o b ,  it is unlikely w i r h  any amount of facility 
. - 

construcCion dollars that bldg 2214 would ever be 
approved/wavered for explosive safety given the proximity 
l imitations to other obstacles. ATACX's has a large mass 
detonating warhead coware to other tactical missile with unique 
AUR test ing limitations due to the nature of it's s i z e ,  weight, 
and coqlex i ty .  Please see attached chart for leading 
chucteristics . 



PATRIOT MAJOR ITEM AND SYSTEM TRAINING 

Item Trng Rqml Sourca Length Length Length Number Number Sludent Trainer Per Auto Car Cost Air Air Sludent Student Student Student Trainer Total 
Hours h y s  Week  Sludenb Trainers Lbr Rsto Lbr Rate Diem Rqml Per W w k  Rqml Fare Lbr Cost Per D k m  Trav Cs1 Air Cost Lbr Csl Cost 

d 
RADAR 

ECS 

CRG 
ICC 
LCHR 

AYG 

PEMC l 
PEMC II 
P2201 
System 

Theory Ft Bliss 
Appl OJT 
Theory F t  Bliss 
Appl OJT 
Appl OJT 
Appl OJT 
Theory Martin 
Appl OJT 
Theory Martln 
Appl OJT 
Overview OMMCS 
Overview OMMCS 
Spec Mech OJT 
Gen Maint OJT 

SUBTOTAL 3,562240 659.320 -491 79.240 2606,320 7.072011 

T O T N  4.386.291 2088,320 7.07261 1 



PATRIOT DEPOT MNNTENANCE P U N T  EQUIPMENT TRAINING 

PAT 221 

PAT243 

PAT 2 U  

PAT 247 

PAT 26!5 

GETS 

RDS 500 

CLET 

DIT-MCO 

LCHR 

mc-i 

PTC-2 

Tmg  Rqrnt Swroo Lenglh Length Length Number Number Student Trainer Per D i u l o  Carcost  Air U r  Student Student Student Student Trainer Total 
Hwn Clays Wedo Studenb Tmhers L C  Rate Lbr Rate Rqrnt Per Week Rqrnt Fare Lbr Cost Per Diem Trav Cst Air Cost Lbr Csl Cost 

TheoryIOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnl OJT 
TheoryIOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnl OJT 
Theory/OpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
ThoorylOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
TheoryIOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Maint OJT 
TheoryIOpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
TheoryDpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnt OJT 
TheotyIOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
TheoryfOpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Maint OJT 
TheoryIOpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Thwry/OpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Theory/OpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Theory/OpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Thwry/OpeRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnl OJT 
TheorylOpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnt OJT 
Theory/OpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnl OJT 
Theory/OpeRaylheon 
Malnl OJT 
Theory/OpeRaylheon 
Appl OJT 
Malnl OJT 

I Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
TheoryIoperRaytheon 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Appl OJT 
Mainl OJT 
Appl OJT 
Maint OJT 

SUBTOTAL 319.872 488.552 77.556 149.778 

TOTAL 1.044758 7,801.884 1.937.642 

GRAND TOTAL lQOlQ252 



HAWK MAJOR ITEM AND SYSTEM TRAINING 

Item Trng Rqmt Source Length Length Length Number Number Student Train- Per Auto Car Cost Ai Ak Fare Studerd Student Per Student Student Trainer T d l  
Hours Days W e e k  Students Trainers Lab Rate Lab Rate Diem R w t  Per WeekRqmt L b C m t  Diem C m t  TravCst Air Cost L b C m t  Cost 

PCP Syr Trng OJT 320 40 8 4 1 
HPlR SysTrng OJT 320 40 8 4 1 
CWAA Sys Trng OJT 320 40 8 4 1 
PAR SysTrng OJT 320 40 8 4 1 
LCHR Sys Trng OJT 320 40 8 4 1 
PALLET Sys Trng OJT 40 5 1 2 1 
LDWLCHR Sys Trng OJT 120 15 3 2 ' 1  
S IC0 Sys Trng OJT 860 108 22 20 5 
SYSTEM Gen Maint OJT 120 15 3 40 40 

G P P  ANXA.B,F.H OMMCS 614 n 15 
O p  3 ANXA,C,E OMMCS 370 46 9 
O p  4 ANXA.D.F,J OMMCS 494 62 12 
Grp 5 ANXA.GK OMMCS 381 48 10 
O p  6 ANXA.L OMMCS 300 38 8 
Grp 7 All Annexes OMMCS 1,359 108 34 
FME g 7 4  SysTrng OMMCS 640 80 16 

SUBTOTAL 1,484,720 331.716 4.340 26.752 933,960 2,761,488 

SUBTOTAL 1.044.072 322.434 1.953 25.4001.625.7783.019.837 



HAWK DEPOT MAINTENANCE PLANT EQUIPMENT TRAlNlNG 

Item Trng Rqmt Sourco Length Length Length Number Numba Student Trainer Per Auto Car Cost Ai AiFare Student Student PU Student Student Trainer Total 
Houa Days Week  Student. Trainas Lab Rate Lab Rate Diem Rqvlt Per Wwk Rqmt LkCo+ t  D i m c o s t  TravCst AkCost L k C o r t  Cost 

DTE Oper 
Maint 

HFC Oper 
Maint 

MATE Oper 
h i n t  

DATA I10 Oper 
h i n t  

SCANNER Oper 
Maint 

A1000 Operlkint 
APP~ 
Maint 

A2000 Operlkint 
APP~ 
Maint 

3062 
LOPWR Oper 

Maint 
PUSED Oper 

Maint 
CW Oper 

Maint 
7 Oper 

Maint 
G88A Oper 

Maint 
G85A Oper 

Maint 
1H210 Oper 

Maint 
A26 OPW 

h i n t  
A31 Oper 

h i n t  
PAT. RGE Operlkint 

Oper 

OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
0 JT 
OJT 
OJT 
0 JT 
OJT 
Raytheon 
OJT 
0 JT 
Raytheon 
0 JT 
OJT 

OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
0 JT 
OJT 
0 JT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
0 JT 
OJT 
OJT 
OJT 
Sci Atl 
OJT 

SUBTOTAL 528.768 119.750 8.897 38,588 531,858 1.225.859 

TOTALS 3,037,560 773.900 15.190 88.740 3.091.594 

GRAND TOTAL 7.M)(5.884 



HAWK EQUIPMENT TRANSFER 

Item QuantitylnventoryPack Pack Pack Ship Unpac)(lnpacHnventoryCalibrationCalibratiodnstall Sen-Checksen-CheckSetf/CheckContact ShipIRec CalibrateInstall/ChkTotal 
Hours HourdabaMaterialCost Laba  Hours Hours Hours Laboy Hours Source Hours Laba Cost Cost Cost Cost 

CONSOLES ONLY 
DTE 15 
cables 1 
adapters 1 
accessories 15 
aux.  console^ 15 
HFC 9 
cables 2 
adaptrs 2 
accessaies 9 
MATE 2 
adapters 2 
accessories 2 
DATA I10 2 
accessaies 2 
SCANNER 1 
A1 000 2 
eccessories 2 
A2000 1 
accessaies 1 
3062 
LOPWR , 1 
PULSED 1 
CW 1 
accessaies 1 
A27 1 
accessaies 1 
G88A 1 
accessories 1 
GBSA 1 
accessaies 1 
IH210 1 
accessories 1 
A26 1 
accessories 1 
A31 1 
accessaies 1 
PAT RANGE 1 

8 LEADflOAD 
0 
0 
6 
4 
8 LEADflOAD 
4 
4 
6 

12 LEADITOAD 
8 
4 
8 LEAD/TOAD 
2 
8 LEAD/TOAD 
8 LEADITOAD 
6 
8 LEADflOAD 
6 

8 LEADITOAD 
8 LEAD/TOAD 
8 LEADITOAD 
8 
8 LEAD/TOAD 
8 
8 LEADITOAD 
8 
8 LEADflOAD 
8 
8 LEADITOAD 
8 
8 LEADITOAD 
8 
8 LEADITOAD 
8 
0 

SUBTOTAL 1.532.000 571.052 499.800 173.436 2,776,288 



PATRIOT EQUIPMENT TRANSFER 

Item QuantitylnventoryPack Pack Pack Ship UnpacKlnpacWnventoryCalibrationCalilratiorlnttall Self-Checkself-CheckSelf/CheckConbact ShipJRec Calibrate InstallJChkTotal 
Hours HoursLabuMaterialCost Laba  Hours Hours Hours Laba Hours Source Hours Laba  Cost Cost Cost Cost 

P2271 
accessaies 
P2275 
accessories 
P2260 
accessaies 
P2261 
accessaies 
P2258 
accessaies 
P2259 
accessaies 
P2234 
accessaies 
PAT 221 
accessories 
PAT 243 
accessories 
PAT 244 
accessaies 
PAT 247 
accessaies 
PAT 265 
accessaies 
P2203 
accessories 
P2204 
accessaies 
DLU T.S. 
accessories 
GETS lOOOD 
GETS lOOOB 
adapters 
programs 
RDS 500 
a ET 
LCHR 
PTC-1 
PTC - 2 
DIT-MCO 
adapters 
Shielded roo1 
Bench Stock 
CableJHarn 
Libary 

60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 
60 LEADROAD 
16 

320 LEADROAD 
16 

240 LEADROAD 
I 6  

240 LEADROAD 
16 

160 LEADROAD 
16 
80 LEADROAD 
16 
40 LEADROAD 
16 
40 LEADFOAD 
8 

24 LEADROAD 
24 LEADROAD 
4 
4 

24 LEADROAD 
16 LEADROAD 
40 LEADROAD 
8 LEADFOAD 
8 LEADROAD 

24 LEADROAD 
16 

160 LEADnOAD 
4 
4 

48 

SUB TOTAL 720.000 388.932 84.840 340.282 1.534.054 

TOTALS 2.252.000 959,984 584.640 51 3.71 8 

GRAND TOTAL 4.310.342 
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.ssion Found: 

Consolidation of Tactical Missile Maintenance 
at a Single Depot was a Valid Plan Worthy of 
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Implementation 
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rating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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USAF Investment 

* Significant Investment 

Synergy Between Strategic Missiles and Tactical 

Optimizes Customer Support By Sharing of 
Overhead Costs Between Missile Systems 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Alternative Solution (Cont) 

a Capability Exists to Con 
Missile Workload 

Support Equipment 

Launchers 
Vehicles 

a Full Service Missile Support 
a Established Infrastructure 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 

Hill AFB Designated Tier I Depot 



Current Interservicing 
Technical/Engineering 

Maverick - (Navy, Mari 
Paveway - (Mod - Nav 
Harm - (Navy containers) 
AIM-9 - (Navy, USAF) 

Paveway - Maverick - AMRAAM (Navy, USAF) 
HARM - (Navy, USAF) 
Sparrow - (Navy, USAF) 

Maverick - Sidewinder - Paveway - SLAM 
Launchers (Navy, Marines) 

Containers (Navy) 
Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 



Hill AFB Has Only Missile Stealth 
Capability in DoD Today 







POL' 



*Consolidate 93 Workload At Hill 
a JCSGIDM Consolidation 

Red River (Vehicles and Launchers) 
Tobyhanna (Missile Components) 
Crane (Fuzes) 
Black World 



Transition Plan 
*Integrate Immediately 
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a No MILCONNpgrade 
a Workload Already In-P1 

I a Workload 
AUR 
Sidewinder (AF, Navy) 
Maverick (AF, Navy, USMC) 
Hellfire (Army) 
SLAM (Navy) 

Bldg 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technolc 
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Transition Plan 

AMRAAM 
Standard 100 

100,847 
Red River Workload 847 

5,847 
HAWK 5,847 
Tobyhanna Workload 5,100 
HARM 5 
ATACMS 5 
Crane Workload 509 
Black World 1515 

*Transition Must Start Immediately Upon BRAC 95 Decision 

Integrating Tomorrow's Technology ... Today 
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HILL AIR FORCE BASE 

Ogden Air Logistics Center 
"An American Aviation Treasure for more than 50 years" 

Hill Air Force Base (AFB), located in Ogden, Utah, has played a crucial role in projecting 
democracy around the world for more than 50 years. Home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center, two 
of the Air Force's premier fighter wings and one of the Defense Department's computer megacenters, 
the 15,684 military, civilian and Air Force Reserve members continue to be called upon any time the 
nation responds to a crisis in the world. 

Experts in Fighter Aircraft Repair 

Ogden Air Logistics Center provides worldwide logistic management and depot maintenance 
for the F-16 Fighting Falcon -- the world's largest fleet of fighter aircraft. This includes 21 countries 
employing more than 3,000 F-16 aircraft. The Ogden team reinvented the depot repair system for F- 
16 avionics. Working with the fighter wings, repair pipelines were cut from 70 to 7 days in-country 
and 13 days for bases overseas (this includes transportation time). This will save the Air Force $380 
million over 5 years. In 1993, Ogden won the only major interservice fighter aircraft maintenance 
contract ever when it was selected by the Navy to repair Navy and Marine FIA 18 fighters. Last year, 
the center performed 2.25 million manhours of maintenance and modifications on more than 300 F- 

V 
16's' 29 F-4's and 50 C-130's, while beginning interservicing work on 36 Navy FIA-18's. 

Nation's Only Repair Source for Silo-Based ICBM's 

Ogden Air Logistics Center is the only repair source for our nation's fleet of silo-based ICBM's, 
including Minuteman Il's and Ill's, and Peacekeepers. The base is an important participant in 
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties on an international scale. It recently played a key role in the test 
firing of a Minuteman Ill carrying one warhead, a crucial step in ensuring the United States complies 
with terms of START treaties once they are ratified. Hill AFB's missile directorate has made 
outstanding strides in cutting costs. In 1993, they improved operations 261 percent returning $7.8 
million to their customers in the form of lower rates and an additional $3 million in 1994. The group 
was recognized by Vice President Al Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their accomplishment of 
making government work better and cost less. This Hammer Award was one of only 79 given across 
the country. 

The World's Best Landing Gear Facility 

Ogden Air Logistics Center operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing 
gear, brakes, struts and wheels. This facility handles all Air Force (and 70 percent of the Defense 
Department's) repair needs and produces 4,600 complete gear assemblies for 27 different weapon 
systems annually. These vary from the small T-38 Talon nose gear to the massive three-ton C-5 
Galaxy main gear. The Landing Gear Facility has 382,000 square feet of dedicated overhaul 
capabilities enhanced by two miles of fully-automated overhead material handling. It also has the 
capability to do all of the Defense Department's work of this type in the most cost effective process 
available. The facility won the 1991 President's award for quality and producitvity improvement. 
Process improvements will save over $3.65 million in the 199411 995 Fiscal Year time frame. 



"Today's defense debate centers too narrowly on 
the size of the military budget. The real questions are: 

What threats do we face? What forces do we need 
to counter them? How must we change?" 

- C a n d i d a t e s  Bill Clinton a n d  Al G o r e  

Mr. President: 

In an increasingly volatile world, America's citizens deserve the highest quality national defense. Through their tax 
dollars, the American people pay for a strong defense capability and should receive it. The question is, will we? 

Durlng the 1995 base reallgnrnent and closure (BRAC) process, a major decls~on will be America's depot Infrastructure. 
There IS excess depot capacity, but all depots are not equal 

* How will DoD consolidate the work and missions of these facilities? 

* How will you measure effectiveness and efficiency with certainty? 

* How will you decide the best solution? 

Excess capacity alone is not the appropriate measure. 

WHAT IS  THE ANSWER? 
To satisfy the goal of real savings, DoD must use best business practices without sub-optimizing each service 
component. Good business practice would dictate consolidation of the workload in the fewest facilities possible, 
regardless of service branch. 

e facilities that have the greatest capacity to manage diverse workloads should be retained. These are the 
llations which have the greatest potential for increased throughput - the installations which are large, modern 
technologically advanced. These facilities reflect huge investments and a readiness to assuine additional capacity, 

workload and missions. Maintaining their efficiencies and accessing their ability to accommodate increased responsibili- 
ties will produce substantial savings. 

Mr. President. these installations are America's Air Logistics Centers. Over the years the Air Force has built national 
assets - proven in efficiency, performance and work ethic - and home to other significant military missions which can- 
not be easily or effectively moved. Investigative data shows that these installations would be tho most costly (and take 
the longest) to close. According to the model used by the BRAC Commission for Costs and Savings (COBRA), the cost 
to close ALC's is between $1 - 2 billion each with a breakeven point for savings 100 years in the future! Would this be a 
good business decision for DoD? 

A MULTI-BILLION DOLLAR BUSINESS 
The business of rightsizing the United States military involves billions of taxpayer dollars. It's a business in need of a 
national policy which addresses the total DoD support infrastructure and industrial base. 

* We cannot afford interservice rivalry and parochial agendas. * We cannot simply give work to industry without a clear understanding of the costs, both in dollars and 
defense readiness. * We must have a policy which is value-based, using an auditable process open to all. 

The right approach rests in maximizing the use of our finest facilities, using competition as a tool when it provides 
certified savings. 

With the resulting infrastructure under military control, the nation will have a solution that works, one that provides 
responsive support to every military need and the best chance for cost containment and savings in depot consolidation. 

This is a critical issue for our country. We're counting on your leadership to ensure the right solu~tion is achieved. 

Sincerely, 

HIu/DDO '95 



'Secretary Aspin ... earlier rejected the Air Force recommendation to close McClellan Air Force 
Base ... We put McClellan back on the list for consideration and we added the names of Kelly, Tinker 
and Robins ... We elected to not put Hill Air Force Base on the list because of our concern about Hill's 
work on ICBM's, operational attributes that accrue from the adjacent Utah Test Range, and continuing 
uncertainties about the START Treaty ... It just did not strike us as logical for the Commission to think 
about closing Hill, the Air Force's only strategic missile depot." 

Jim Courter 
Former Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

The facts are on the side of Hill Air Force Base and the reasons for retaining it are compelling: 

* Hill AFB is home to the Ogden Air Logistrcs Center (ALC), two of the Air Force's premie.r fighter wings and one of the 
Defense Department's computer megacenters. 

* Ogden ALC is the system program office and only repair source for America's fleet of silo-based ICBMs. In 1993, they 
improved operations 261 percent returning $7.8 million to their customers in the form of lower rates and an additional $3 
million in 1994. The group was recognized by Vtce President A1 Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their accomplish- 
ment in making government work better and cost less. 

* Ogden ALC provides worldwide logistic management and depot maintenance for the F- 16 Fighting Falcon - 
the world's largest fleet of fighter aircraft. This includes 2 1  countries employing more than 3,000 F- 16 aircraft. 

* Ogden ALC operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing gear, brakes, struts and wheels - 
optimized for efficient production. This facility handles all Air Force and 70 percent of the Defense Department's repair 
needs and has the capability to do ALL of the Defense Department's work of this type. Process improvements will save 
more than $3.65 million in the '94/'95 time frame. 

* Ogden ALC is the leading provider of rocket motors, small missiles, air munitions and guided bombs. Ninety two percent 
of all Air Force missile maintenance and 48 percent of all Defense Department missile work is accomplished at Ogden ALG. 
Ogden has the capacity in existing modern facilities to accomplish ALL DoD in-house depot maintenance on missiles. 

t Hill AFB's environmental excellence has won five major awards in the past two years, including the Secretary of 
Defense's "Environmental Quality Award for best in the DoD. 

* Hi# AFB provides support for the Utah Test and Tra~ning Range (UTR),  the Defense Department's largest over-land 
special use airspace. This provides unparalleled training capabilities for the 388th and the 4 19th Fighter Wings, producing two 
of the last four overall Gunsmoke champions. The combination of Hill AFB and the UlTR is an irreplaceable national asset. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with evaluating military installations on 
specific criteria. When looking at Hill AFB, they will find one of the largest, most modern and most technologically 
advanced installations in the country. An installation with: 

+ significant military value based on missions already in place and the UlTR 

existing capability for development, acquisition and depot maintenance of several types of military systems 

+ capacity for accepting additional DoD missions with ease 

* a reoard of outstanding workforce performance with demonstrated ability to accommodate new and changing workloads 

* specialized equipment, facilities and processes that are costly to move or duplicate 

All cost estimates predict that Hill AFB would be the most costly of the ALC's to close. The huge expense of 
closure, some $2 billion, would not produce real savings in our lifetime. 

Hill AFB has not been a candidate for closure in any of the earlier BRAC rounds. The Air Force is on record (1 993) with thelr 
determination that Hill AFB is not a base to close. Recently, sentor Air Force leaders have stated "nothing has changed." 
Clearly. they are correct. NOTHING HAS CHANGED. Hill AFB is a national asset effectivel!! filling the defense needs of 
America under any scenario. The facts, the quality and 
the military value of Hill AFB speak for themselves. 

Mr. Secretary. we are confident you will decide srmilarly -that. by any 
measure. Hill AFB and Ogden Alr Loglstrcs Center should remain open 
and is a prime candidate for consolidation of other DoD missions. 



ROBERT C. OAKS 
General, USAF (Retired) 
1500 Twisting Tree Lane 
McLean, Virginia 221 01 

17 January 1995 

Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 -31 40 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As a past commander of the US Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) and user of both the 
operational and depot resources of Hill AFB, I want to make an input as you approach 
your 1995 recommendations for base closure and realignment. From my perspective of 
assessing the strategic and military value of Hill AFB, I find the attached quote from Jim 
Courter still valid. The facts are on the side of Hill AFB and the reasons for retaining it 
are compelling. 

Hill AFB is home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC), two of the Air 
Wv Force's premier fighter wings and one of the Defense Department's 

computer megacenters. 

Ogden ALC is the system program office and only repair source for 
America's fleet of silo-based ICBM's. In 1993, this organization improved 
operations 261 percent return~ng $7.8 million to its customers in the form 
of lower rates and an additional $3 million in 1994. They were recognized 
by Vice President Al Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their 
accomplishment in making government work better and cost less. 

Ogden ALC provides worldwide logistic management and depot 
maintenance for the F-16 Fighting Falcon -- the world's largest fleet of 
fighter aircraft. This includes 21 countries employing more than 3,000 F-16 
aircraft. These fore~gn Air Forces depend on the relationship they have built 
with Ogden ALC and the support they receive. This is not just a U.S. Air 
Force issue. 

Collocation of F-16 fighter wings with the F-16 depot provides substantial 
operational advantage and increased readiness. This unique arrangement 
made the bold step of two level maintenance for F-16 avionics and radar 
equipment a possibility. Ogden has the fastest repair turnaround program 
for these spares of any two level support in the Air Force. This is critical to 
maintaining readiness of USAFE F-16's as intermediate level capability was 
removed from operational wings. 
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Ogden ALC operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing 
gear, brakes, struts and wheels -- optimized for efficient production. This 
facility handles all Air Force and 70 percent of the Defense Department's 
repair needs and has the capability to do ALL of the Defense Department's 
work of this type. Process improvements will save more than $3.65 million 
in the '941'95 time frame. 

Ogden ALC is the leading provider of rocket motors, small missiles, air 
munitions and guided bombs. Ninety two percent of all Air Force missile 
maintenance and 48 percent of all Defense Department m~ssile w o r ~  is 
accomplished at Ogden ALC. Ogden has the capacity in existing modern 
facilities to accomplish ALL DoD in-house depot maintenance on missiles. 

Hill AFB's environmental excellence has won five major awards in the past 
two years, including the Secretary of Defense's "Environmental Quality 
Award" for best in the DoD. 

Hill AFB provides support for the Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR), the 

Y, 
Defense Department's largest over-land special use airspace. This provides 
unparalleled training capabilities for the 388th and 419th Fighter Wings, 
producing two of the last four overall Gunsmoke champions. The 
combination of Hill AFB and the UlTR is an irreplaceable national asset. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with evaluating 
military installations on specific criteria. When looking at Hill AFB, the Commission will 
find one of the largest, most modern and technologically advanced installations in the 
country. An installation with: 

significant military value based on missions already in place 
and the U l T R  

existing capability for development, acquisition, and depot 
maintenance of several types of military systems 

capacity for accepting additional DoD missions with ease 

a record of outstanding workforce performance with 
demonstrated ability to accommodate new and changing 
workloads 

specialized equipment, facilities and processes that are 
costly to move or duplicate 
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All cost estimates predict that Hill AFB would be the most costly of the ALC's to close. 
The huge expense of closure, approaching $2 billion, will not produce real savings in 
our lifetime. 

Hill AFB has not been a candidate for closure in any of the earlier BRAC rounds. The 
Air Force is on record (1993) with their determination that Hill AFB is not a base to 
close. Recently, Air Force Undersecretary Rudy de Leon said, "nothing has changed." 
Clearly, Mr. de Leon is correct. NOTHING HAS CHANGED. Hill AFB is a national 
asset effeciively fiiling the defense needs of America under al;v scenario. The facts, 
the quality and the military value of Hill AFB speak for themselves. 

Mr. Secretary, I am confident you will decide similarly -- that, by any measure, Hill AFB 
should remain open and is a prime candidate for consolidation of other DoD missions. 

Sincerely, 

/-&?fl&& Robert C. Oaks 

General, USAF (Retired) 
Commander, USAFE (Jan. 1990 - Aug. 1994) 

Enc. 1 
1. Quote by Jim Courter 



"Secretary Aspin ... earlier rejected the Air Force recommendation to close 
McClellan Air Force Base ... We put McClellan back on the list for 
consideration and we added the names of Kelly, Tinker and Robins ... We 
elected not to put Hill Air Force Base on the list because of our concern 
about Hill's work on ICBM's, operational attributes that accrue from the 
adjacent Utah Test Range, and continuing imcertainties about the START 
Trea ty... It just did not strike us as logical for the Commission to think about 
closing Hill, the Air Force's only strategic missile depot." 

Jim Courter 
Former Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 



Introduction. During the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, a 
decision was made to consolidate all tactical missile guidance and control section (GCS) 
maintenance at one location, reaffirming the recommendation of interservice consolidation 
in DMRD 908. This decision was based on extensive analysis and lead to the eventual 
plan to consolidate this workload at the Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (LEAD). We feel 
the decision to consolidate was a good one. It provides the potential for greater 
efficiency and reduces costs and down time for vital defense assets. For 1he 1995 BRAC 
round, the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense endorsed an Army recommendation to 
deviate from the 93 BRAC decision and realign the LEAD consolidation in a three part 
move. The OSD recommendation retains All-Up-Round (AUR) testing, maintenance and 
storage at LEAD, and moves the maintenance of the GCSs to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
PA (TOAD) and the launchers and vehicles to Anniston Army Depot, AL (ANAD). 
The Army recommendation reverses the intent of the 1993 BRAC decision by 
fragmenting rather than consolidating the tactical missile workload. 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah, and the Air Force provide a viable alternative to allow 
complete consolidation of the tactical missile maintenance workload at one location. Hill 
currently provides depot maintenance for the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps 
Sidewinder and Maverick missile GCSs as well as AUR maintenance for the Maverick. In 
addition, Hill is the management focal point for the Maverick missile system. Hill AFB 
provides the capability to go beyond the BRAC 93 decision and accept the consolidated 
workload from GCS and All-Up-Round maintenance to launcherlvehicle maintenance. 

The facilities (modification, repair, test and storage) , personnel skills base, infrastructure, 
and transportation are available to ensure consolidation at a low cost, within the time 
frame specified by the 93 BRAC. This consolidation would provide synergism with 
precision guided munitions, cruise missiles, and ICBM missile workload currently being 
accomplished at Hill AFB, through sharing of similar technology bases An overview of 
the major areas to be considered in workload consolidation are provided in the subsequent 
paragraphs. 

Facilities. The tactical missile GCS maintenance will be centrally located in the missile 
and aircraft electronic maintenance area. The interconnecting bays allow for rapid 
movement of components from receipt through delivery. While some equipment 
relocation and facility repair funds are required, there are no MILCON requirements to 
complete the consolidation. 

Hill AFB has a state of the art facility for AUR testing and maintenance. This facility will 
provide sufficient space to handle most of the projected AUR workloads. In addition, 
several large missile integration maintenance facilities are available to overflow workload. 



Extensive explosive storage and classified warehouse space is available at Hill AFB and 
adjacent military facilities to handle consolidation of the tactical missile workload. This 
will provide immediate access to assets entering the depot maintenance process. 

Vehicle and launcher repair will be integrated into the Hill AFB intercontinental ballistic 
missile erector and transport overhaul and repair facility. With collocated support 
infrastructure, i.e., paint shop, sand blast, and machine shop, the vehicle repair facility 
provides processes for rapid repair of some of the largest surface vehicles and erectors in 
the free world. 

Skills. Hill AFB tactical missile GCS personnel retain a high electronics skills base 
coupled with specific training and expertise in the four major GCS skill areas, Electro- 
Optical, Infra-Red, Laser, and Radar. Hill AFB is also the single source of repair for the 
Air Force ICBM workload and combined with the tactical missile workload currently at 
Hill, accomplishes 70 percent of the overall DoD missile workload. With over 100 
tactical missile skilled GCS technicians and 300 strategic missile technicians, training 
requirements are greatly reduced and rapid ramp up time ensured over personnel with 
basic electronics experience and little or no GCS specific skills. 

Hill AFB has extensive experience in the maintenance and testing of AUR missiles. This 
provides a core of missile technicians with an intimate understanding of the requirements 
for system integration between explosive and non-explosive components in tactical 
missiles. 

The ICBM transport erector skilled personnel coupled with the Army trained vehicle 
mechanics, recently laid off from Toole Army Depot, available in the local skills base 
provide a strong personnel core to complete the vehicle and launcher maintenance portion 
of the consolidated workload. 

Infrastructure. As a major Air Force maintenance depot, Hill AFB provides the full 
scope infrastructure to manufacture or repair most any item not immediately available 
through the supply system or one of the hundreds of manufacturers in the immediate 
area. In addition, extensive experience with solid rocket motors and the associated skills 
and facilities provide the capability to test and maintain all types and sizes of motors 
required to support the tactical missile consolidation. Also, two major rocket motor 
manufacturers are located within the community, providing an additional source of 
technical expertise. 

Transportation. Hill AFB enjoys the benefit of an active military runway, routinely 
accommodating C-5 aircraft, immediately adjacent to the munitions storage and staging 
area. This capability, not available to the present OSD proposal sites, provides 
immediate, twenty-four hour support for world wide distribution of munitions. Coupled 



with an explosive sited railroad spur and immediately adjacent North-South, East-West 
Interstate system, Hill AFB provides rapid transportation to any desired destination. 

Transition Schedule. We recognize the need to ensure the completion of the workload 
consolidation within the time schedule established by the 93 BRAC decision. The 
transition plan prepared by Hill AFB personnel demonstrates the consolidation will 
easily be completed by the end of FY98, well within the desired schedule. The present 
workload provides the base for the Hill AFB tactical missile transition schedule. 
Transition of the workload to other Army depots will require secondary transfer of the 
workload at LEAD and the initial transfer of the workload from Hill and other depots, 
thus increasing the overall transfer costs and the associated risk. Due to the commonality 
of the systems, consolidation at Hill can be completed with minimal risk. The sidewinder 
equipment presently in place will be used to immediately begin repair of the Navy 
sidewinder workload, as demonstrated during Desert Storm. The commonality between 
the Maverick equipment makes the transfer and integration of the Hellfire missile system 
a very low risk situation. 

Cost. Analysis of the current cost requirements for tactical missile consolidation at 
LEAD and projections made by Hill AFB personnel show that the consolidation could be 
completed at Hill for much less than projected at LEAD and likely within the remaining 
LEAD consolidation budget. This is attained by reaping the benefits of an almost $12 
million cost avoidance by not moving the tactical missile system currently located at Hill 
AFB. Additional savings are gained by taking advantage of more highly skilled personnel 
currently located at Hill AFB. The ultimate result is consolidation within the original 
budget proposed by LEAD during the BRAC 93 round. 

Workload. The workload has greatly decreased through approval of waivers and changes 
in the force structure requirements since the 93 BRAC recommendation. This climate 
makes the consolidation much easier than originally planned and much more critical if the 
ultimate benefits of consolidation are to be achieved. A table showing the expected 
workloads transferring under tactical missile consolidation and the associated hours for 
each systems is located at Attachment 1. 

Consolidation of the tactical missile workload remains the most desired option, providing 
optimum facility utilization, a centralized strong skills base to rapidly respond to 
changing requirements, and potential for the lowest life cycle cost. Consolidation at Hill 
AFB will provide the Department of Defense @OD) with a single source of repair (SOR) 
with proven capability to accomplish the tactical missile maintenance mission and 
improves on the purpose of the original decision to consolidate the workload at one 
location. The Army's recommended plan to disperse the tactical missile workload among 
three depots leaves Hill AFB as the only viable alternative for complete consolidation. 



The Army has proposed moving the GCS repair portion of the tactical missile workload 
to Tobyhanna Army Depot, separating it from AUR testing and launcher maintenance. 
There are several disadvantages to this recommendation. First, as noted above, this 
fragments the tactical missile workload. Second, the entire GCS workload would have to 
be moved to TOAD (which currently has no missile workloads or experience) where 
virtually all personnel would have to be trained in specialized tactical missile skills, 
resulting in higher costs. Finally, TOAD apparently does not have the capability to 
handle the other two aspects of the tactical missile consolidation; vehicle repair and AUR 
repair. 

The Army recommendation moves the repair of tactical missile launchers and vehicles to 
Anniston Army Depot. ANAD is probably not an option for complete consolidation, as 
space for additional electronic repair workload, such as GCS repair, and facilities for AUR 
maintenance are apparently not available. 

The Army has recommended that the remaining portion of the tactical missile 
maintenance mission, AUR testing and repair, remain at Letterkenny Army Depot. Once 
again it results in the fragmentation of the tactical missile workload. The Anny's 
recommended plan to disperse the workload leads us to believe they are not confident 
that consolidation at LEAD is a viable alternative. If consolidation remains the goal, and 
LEAD is an unacceptable site to accomplish this consolidation, then Hill AFB remains 
the only viable alternative. 

A decision to consolidate the tactical missile workload at Hill AFB allows the 
consolidation to be completed in less time and with less cost than the option 
recommended by the Army. The expected costs of moving the workload to Hill AFB are 
lower than those expected by LEAD, primarily due to the experience base in tactical 
missile related skills and the reduction in systems requiring movement to a new location. 
We believe that the cost savings would be of similar magnitude when compared to the 
plan presented by the Army in the BRAC 95 recommendations. In order to filfill the 
Army's recommendation, 100 percent of the GCS workload would have to be moved to 
TOAD. The only savings would be from leaving AUR maintenance in place at LEAD. 
Choosing to move the tactical missile workload to Hill AFB would result in savings (of 
approximately $12 million) from not moving two major GCS workloads, having a base of 
specific tactical missile trained personnel, existing vehicle maintenance facilities and 
skilled personnel, and sufficient adjacent storage to support all aspects of the tactical 
missile operation. 

With the Army's decision to end maintenance operations at LEAD, the only location 
capable of handling the entire tactical missile consolidation, at reasonable cost, is Hill 
AFB. A proposal (Attachment 2) was made, in February 1995, by Hill AFB personnel 
to consolidate, not only the workload scheduled for LEAD, but also all other tactical 
missile workloads, at Hill AFB. The proposal provides the only viable solution to 



facilitate the DMRD 908 recommendation and BRAC 93 decision for consolidation of 
tactical missile workloads. We recognize consolidation is the best decision for long term 
tactical missile sustainrnent in DoD. 
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INTERSERVICING PROPOSAL INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of the Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) and 

specifically the Landing Gear Division we are pleased to present 

the following candidates as areas of consideration for 

interservicing. Because of similarities with existing Air Force 

systems, we believe there exists a high degree of feasibility for 

a smooth and rapid transition to full production on any new 

workloads transferred to the division. 

For more than 40 years, Ogden ALC has been known for providing 

our customers with world class quality, on-time deliveries, using 

specially designed facilities, modern specialized equipment, 

uncompromising process control and strict environmental compliance 

in our pursuit of excellence. This ensures our customer receive 

best value remanufactured landing gear, wheels, brakes and related 

components, and will also ensure the Navy retains its highly 

reliable landing gear systems. 

The labor hours and costs revealed on the following pages are 
L 

based on average current work load procedure and firm fixed end 

item sales prices. Actual hours and cost may vary due to condition 

of assets, repair requirements and availability of repair 

partslmaterial. 

We trust, that after a thorough review of the proposed areas, 

one or several will be selected to begin this pioneering effort of 

joint product and process management. We envision joint management 

to include Navy personnel being placed in such positions as Deputy, 

Production Management (GM 13 or MIL 04 or 05), or even Chief of 

Operations (GM 14 or MIL 05), depending upon the percent of Navy 
work load. Actual position placement would conform to any existing 

Memorandum of Agreement. We would also envision Navy Engineering 

authority, as well as other functional specialists, b&oming part 

V of any joint endeavor. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
C-130 LANDING GEAR AND COMPONENTS 

- 

The Ogden ALC has the capacity (plant, process, and equipment) 

in place to produce in excess of thirty five thousand aircraft 

landing gear, wheels and brakes per year. Due to DOD manpower 

reductions, however, we are currently producing eighteen thousand 

finished components per year leaving us with excess capacity. With 

additional personnel we have the ability to easily double the 

number of Landing Gear components we produce per year and still 

maintain a surge capability in the event of a conflict or war. 

Current Status 

00-ALC is currently overhauling a total of 184 C-130 Air Force 

main and nose gear annually. Additionally, we will produce 25 Navy 
C-130 gear as a result of a proposal submitted to the Navy in 1993. 

w We have the facilities, equipment and fixturing in place that would 

allow us to expand our overhaul process within months and assume 

the entire Navy requirement in less time that would be needed to 

initiate contracts commercially. 

As mentioned, we are currently producing a total of 209 C-130 

gear. However, with the GAO reversal of our Landing Gear Contract 
award, this number is reduced to a tlwarm basew concept of 60 gear 

for FY96. This unexpected gap creates a prime opportunity to 

increase the quantity of Navy landing gear overhauled at our 

facility. Current cost and remanufacture data indicates the 

following: 

C-130 Main Landing Gear: $35,975 

Repair Cost: $ 6,015 

Manhours expended: 67.5 per unit 

Savings : $29,960 

C-130 Nose Landing Gear: $35,121 

Repair Cost: $ 2,503 
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Manhours expended: 

Savings : 

36.4 per unit 

$27,457 

There are no facility or equipment capacity concerns at Ogden 

ALC given additional manpower, we could assume an immediate 

increase of 149 to 200 gear annually without impacting current 

customers. ', 

Manvower Estimates 

C-130 Gear and Components 

*17 Ea Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

8-WG 8840 9/10 AIRCRAFT PARTS REPAIRER 

6-WG 3414 09/10 MACHINIST 

3-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

w existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
F-14 INTERSERVICEABILITY, F-15 COMPARISON 

Capability 

We currently have a F-14 Nose Landing Gear in our facility for 

a prototype repair. All piece parts have been repaired and we are 

now awaiting the outer cylinder from the Navy to assemble the gear. 

There has been no unexpected problems with the repair of this 

prototype. Ogden ALC has extensive experience with the F-15 which 

has a similar Nose Landing Gear. We believe the processes and 

costs of the F-14 Landing Gear will be similar to those we have 

experienced with the F-15. 

Current Status 

We are currently producing 72, F-15 Landing Gear annually by 

r trained and certified mechanics. With additional personnel, we 

could easily integrate the F-14 into our existing repair process 

with no significant changes or impacts. Significant savings have 

been realized for repair of the F-15 Landing Gear as the below 

cost/savings data will attest. 

F-15 Main Landing Gear New Cost: $105,802 

Repair cost: $ 11,417 

Manhours expended: 83 per unit 

Savings : $ 94,385 

F-15 Nose Landing Gear New Cost: $ 46,005 

Repair cost: $ 9,620 

Manhours expended: 68 per unit 

Savings : $ 36,385 



Capacity 

Capacity is not a problem, we have the facilities and 

equipment in place. F-14 Landing Gear work load could easily be 

coordinated and included in our repair system with minor tooling 

and fixturing for our shops. No significant process changes would 
% 

be required. 

Manpower Estimates 

F-14 Gear and Components 

*27 Ea Production Personnel 

Series Grade Title 

1-WG 8840 10 SUPV AIRCRAFT MECH PARTS REPAIRER 

10-WG 8840 09/10 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

8-WG 3414 09/10 MACHINIST 

4-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 
1-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATOR 

1-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

1-GS 1152 09 PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 

1-GS 0830 12 PROCESS ENGINEER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 
A i r  Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



CANDIDATE ITEM 
AIRCRAFT WHEELS 

With the proper number of personnel, the Landing Gear Division 

has the capability and capacity to repair all the aircraft wheels 

and related components for the Department of Defense. With the use 

of a computer assisted Mechanized Material Handling System, 

component parts are efficiently and safely moved from disassembly 

through the cleaning, inspection, plating and paint areas with a 

minimum of manual handling. Facility layout and equipment were 

specifically designed and selected to optimize this process. 

Current Status 

In FY93, we completed a planned work load of 7,919 wheel 

Wu assemblies using a total of 77,058 manhours. An additional 
unplanned work load of 393 wheels totaling 3874 hours was completed 

at our customers request. Through continued process improvements 

and efforts driven by competition, we reduced the standard labor 

hours on wheel overhaul and repair by an average of 26 percent. 

Repair flow days from induction to shipment average less than ten 

working days. We are confident that we could apply these same 

lessons learned to Navy products. A few examples indicate the 

following: 

Noun 

F-15 Wheel Main 

F-15 Wheel Nose 

F-16 Wheel Main 

F-16 Wheel Nose 

C-130 Wheel Main 

C-130 Wheel Nose 

r 

New C o s t  Repair C o s t  S t d  Hrs 

$9,524 $1,540 8.0 

3,138 730 4.7 

3,400 1,272 5.8 

973 400 4.5 

6,116 950 7.8 

2,018 658 5.0 



Facility capacity is not a concern because the Landing Gear 

complex was specifically designed to perform repair operating on 

all landing gear and related components work load. We are 

currently operating a modified one shift operation, maintaining 
\ 

only process essential personnel on second and third shifts. With 

additional personnel, we could easily expand to full second and 

third shift operations and immediately accept Navy wheel work load. 

f 

ManDower Estimates 

*25 Ea Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

1-WS 8840 09/10 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

9-WS 8840 09 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

4-WG 3414 09 MACHINIST 

7-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATER 

w 3-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATOR 

I-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 
F 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 
and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 
manpower requirements. 



- 
CANDIDATE ITl3M 

AIRCRAFT BR4KES 

Capability 

With 40 years experience, the Landing Gear Division has the 

knowledge and capability to repair aircraft brakes and related 

components for the Department of Defense. A computer assisted 
Mechanized Material Handling System efficiently and safely moves 

parts from disassembly through cleaning, inspection, plating and 

painting areas with minimum manual intervention. The entire 

Landing Gear facility was designed and equipped to optimize this 

process. 

Current Status 

In FY 93 we completed a planned work load of 4,872 brake 

assemblies using a total of 62,561 hours. An additional unplanned 

work load of 138 brakes totalling 2258 hours was completed at our 

customers request. Brake flow days from induction to shipment is 

an average of 17 days. 

Currently the Air Force is using the innovative two for one 

carbon brake plate program. Two plates that are worn beyond 

acceptable limits are machined and joined together making a "good 

as newi1 plate at a significant savings. This program could be 

applied to Navy systems where feasible on the F-16. This process 

saved approximately $5,000 per brake heatstack. Below are a few 

examples of our brake costs: 

Noun New Cost Repair Cost BdEfs 

F-15 C/D Brake Assy $20,830 $ 3,580 20.4 

F-15 C/D Restack Heatstack 8,028 993 5.8 

F-15 C/D Two For One Heatstack 8,028 2,500 15.4 

F-16 Block 40 Brake Assy 13,925 2,678 19.0 



F-16 Two For One Heatstack 7,961 

C-130 Brake Assy . 7,356 

Facility capacity is not a concern because the Landing Gear 

complex was specidically designed to perform all landing gear and 

related components work load. We are currently operating a 

modified one shift operation, maintaining only process essential 

personnel on second and third shifts. With additional Navy 

personnel, we could easily expand to full second and third shift 

operations and immediately accept Navy brake work load. 

Manpower Estimates 

*28 Production Personnel 

SERIES GRADE TITLE 

1-WS 8840 09/10 SUPV AIRCRAFT MECH PARTS REPAIRER 

11-WG 8840 09 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

w 4-WG 3414 09 MACHINISTS 

4-WG 3769 08 SHOT PEEN MACHINE OPERATORS 

5-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATERS 

1-WG 3712 10 HEAT TREATER 

1-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

1-GS 1152 09 PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 



.. CANDIDATE ITEM 
JOB SHOP MANUFACTURING AND INVESTMENT CASTING 

The Manufacturing Section of the Landing Gear Division has the 
> 

capability and capacity to manufacture replacement recoverable and 

expendable components for Naval Aviation Systems. We have 

extensive experience in manufacturing aircraft quality pins, 

bushings, braces, ribs, fittings, hinges, collars, and stiffeners 

for the systems that we support. In addition, our tool and die 

area manufactures all of our tooling and fixturing to support our 

current systems and industrial operations such as electro plating 

and grinding. They also manufacture our Investment Casting molds 

which has allowed us to operate the Air Force's first full 

production investment casting facility. 

Current Status 

w We currently have produced 49 part number components in direct 

support of the F-18 Navy Contract in Ogden ALC Aircraft Division. 

The majority of these components were needed immediatelyto prevent 

aircraft repair line stoppages, and were manufactured within 30 

days after receiving the funded request. Additionally our 

investment casting facility has 623 hours of Navy work "on the 

booksm at a dollar value of $41,080. Any manufacturing, short of 

forgings and within machine capability, could be accomplished 

within days after receipt of funding. 

ManDower Estimates 

Current'manpower capability (JourneymanMachinists WG-3414/10) 

exists to support Air Force work load and any additional Navy 

candidate item. Investment Casting manpower (4 Ea WG-4616114) may 

need to be augmented if any of these Navy candidates required a 

significant increase in casting support. 

V -10- 



CANDIDATE ITEM 

Capability 

Although no direct comparison can be drawn between the unique 

design of the Navy F-18 and Air Force F-16 Landing Gear, a 

functional comparison can be made of shock strut components, 

material and repair processes necessary for refurbishment, The 

Shock Strut has a similar function on both aircraft. Our extensive 

knowledge of the F-16 Actuating Cylinder and other similar Air 

Force systems can be easily transferred to the F-18 Landing Gear 

with no significant problems. Therefore, a comparison can be drawn 

between the two weapon systems Landing Gear. 

current Status 

'(1111 We are currently producing 136 F-16 Landing Gear annually by 

trained and certified mechanics. With additional personnel, Navy 

F-18 work load could easily be integrated into our repair system. 
The Air Force has realized significant savings of F-16 repair as 

indicated below: 

F-16 Main Landing Gear New cost: $10,216 

Repair cost: $ 2,277 

Manhours expended: 23 per unit 

Savings : $ 7,939 

F-16 Nose Landing Gear New cost $43,718 

Repair cost $ 5,502 

Manhours expended: 22 per unit 

Savings : $38,216 



Capacity is not a problem. Our current systems can 

accommodate from small T-38 to large C-5 landing gear components. 

We have the facilities, machines, chemical tanks and technical 

expertise to take on the F-18 Landing Gear. Tooling and fixtures 

can be designed aGd manufactured by our design and manufacture 

personnel with no significant problems anticipated. 

Manuower E s t i m a t ' s  

*96 Production and Support Personnel 

SERIES aaDE TITLE 
1-WS-16 OR GM-1601-13 

1-WS 8840 09/10 SUPV AIRCRAFT MECX PARTS REPAIRER 

30-WG 8840 09/10 AIRCRAFT MECHANICAL PARTS REPAIRER 

1-WS 3414 10 MACHINIST SUPERVISOR 

33-WG 3414 09/10 MACHINISTS 

1-WG 3707 10 METALLIZING EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 

11-WG 3711 09 ELECTROPLATERS 

4-WG 3769 08 SHOP PEEN MACRINE OPERATORS 

4-WG 4102 08/09 PAINTER 

2-WG 0830 12 MECHANICAL ENGINEER 

2-GS 0869 12 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER 

2-GS 0895 09 INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER TECHNICIAN 

1-GS 1152 09 PRODUCTION CONTROLLER 
1-WG 6910 07 MATERIAL EXPEDITER 

2-WG 5406 09 UTILITY SYSTEMS OPERATOR 

*Note: Manpower estimates were computed using comparisons to 

existing Air Force requirements and work specification standards. 

Air Force standards require a complete remanufacturing of the gear 

and all components. Without specific work standards, statements of 

work, and work load volume, it is impossible to compute exact 

manpower requirements. 
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